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CHAPTER L

THE morning of Friday, May 3, 1878, will be long
and painfully remembered for the sad news it brought
that Sir Francis Goldsmid was no more. He had
returned on the previous evening from a journey by
the South-Western Railway, and whilst alighting
from a carriage at the Waterloo station, the door of
which had been opened before the train came to a
final halt, he fell, and received such severe injuries,
that he survived them scarcely an hour. No death,
during many years, created alarger circle of mourners,
for he was highly esteemed, and by many beloved,
for the rare qualities he combined, and for the good he
did to all who came within the sphere of his influence.
Never, perhaps, was there a man more widely bene-
volent, nor one whose character was more truly
blameless. In his death England lost one of its
staunchest patriots, philanthropy a consistent cham-
pion, and the Anglo-Jewish Community its most dis-
tinguished representative. Although there is little

reason to suppose that such a man will readily drop
' B2
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out of the public recollection, a brief record of the
work he performed, if it serve no other purpose, will
at least recall to the admiration of those that knew
him, some passages of his eminently useful life.

Francis Henry, second son of Isaac Lyon and
Isabel Goldsmid, was born in Spital Square, in the
East of London, May 1, 1808. The Goldsmid, or
Goldschmidt family, had long becn settled in Casscl,
a town on the Fulda. They suffered severely from
the disastrous Seven Years’ War, which stripped
them of a considerable part of their fortune, and in-
duced them to leave their country. Immediately
after the Pecace of Paris, and the consequent termina-
tion of the war, Aaron Goldsmid removed with his
family to England,and established himself in London
as a merchant in the year 1763.

Two of his sons, Benjamin and Abraham, rose to
fortune and distinction as capitalists, and they were
exclusively employed by Mr. Pitt, during the whole
period of his administration, for contracting loans
for the British Government to maintain the costly
war against France. The wealth acquired by these
brothers was devoted, in a very large mecasure, to
works of benevolence without distinction of race or
creed. The pictures of the brothers Checryble, which
Dickens has painted in one of his novels, do not bring
out the features of sympathy and kindness in greater
prominence than they were displayed in the every-
day life of the brothers Goldsmid. Their munificent .
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charities, combined with their well-tried patriotism, of
which England witnessed striking instances in the
time of its need, tended to lift them out of the
narrow circle to which prejudice and intolerance then
confined the Jewish community, and to create for
them a distinguished social position. Amongst the
eminent persons whom Abraham Goldsmid frequently
entertained, were the Prince Regent, afterwards
George the Fourth, the Duke of Sussex, Lord Nel-
son;, and others. On one occasion his mansion at
Morden was honoured by a visit from King George
the Third, who stayed to take luncheon with his host,
whom His Majesty called his ‘good friend, Abraham,
the Jew.

Asher, second son of Abraham Goldsmid, entered
into partnership with Mr. Jacob Mocatta, of the
firm of Mocatta and Goldsmid, Bullion Brokers to
the Bank of England, established by Mr. Lumbrozo
de Mocatta in 1694, and which still exists. Ile
married Miss Keyser, by whom he had a numerous
family. The three elder children died in early in-
fancy, and in 1778 there was born to him a fourth
child, whom Mr. Goldsmid was induced to name
¢ Isaac’ at the request of a learned Rabbi, an inmate
of the house. ‘I have,’ said the good Rabbi, ‘a pre-
sentiment that this boy will live and ripen into man-
hood, and that the Great Disposer of events will
suffer him to accomplish for your descendants the
same blessing that was promised -to the Patriarch
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Abraham, “ Through Isaac shall thy seed be re-
nowned.”’

Isaac Lyon Goldsmid received an education as
sound and liberal as could be bestowed at that time
on a youth who, by reason of his religion, was ex-
cluded from the National Universities. Gifted with
rare mental powers, he mastered the school curriculum
and acquired scholarly tastes and habits, which he
retained throughout life.  In 1804, he married his
cousin Isabel, daughter of Abraham Goldsmid, and
began his active career as a partner in the house
of Mocatta and Goldsmid. He also entered as a
Member of the Stock Exchange, for the business of
which he was singularly adapted by his prudence and
intelligence, his foresight and his natural quickness.
At a later period he became a capitalist, and engaged
in transactions of considerable magnitude; and as
his success was rapid and brilliant, he was enabled to
build up again the fortunes of his house, which had
been greatly impaired in 1812 by the tragical death
of Abraham Goldsmid.

Mr. Isaac Lyon Goldsmid, though deeply im-
mersed in financial affairs, was very far from being
wholly engrossed in the accumulation of wealth.
He took a lively interest in all the progressive move-
ments which distinguished the first quarter of the
present century. He was elected a Fellow of the
Royal Society, into which no Jew had been pre-
viously received, and he was a patron, as well as a
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member, of several other learned and scientific in-
stitutions. His sympathy, his labour, and his purse
were freely devoted to the promotion of Lancasterian
schools, and to the benevolent schemes identified with
the names of Clarkson, Wilberforce, Brougham,
Zachariah Macaulay, and Mrs. Fry ; and he assisted
materially in bringing to bear many a commercial
project, such as the Continental Gas Company and
the London Docks, as well as other works of public
usefulness. Whilst adhering steadfastly to the reli-
gion of Moses, and scrupulously observing its ritual
precepts, he was widely tolerant, and never suffered
conscientious differences of belief to stand in the way
of personal friendship or social intercourse, nor to
intercept the free action of his benevolence.

He did not always find the same exemption from
sectarian prejudice and intolerance in others, not
even in those that sought his help. One instance of
the kind was so remarkable as not to be unworthy of
record. A dignitary in the diocese of Chichester,
where Mr. Goldsmid held a large property, applied to
him to purchase a piece of land for the building of a
church., Mr. Goldsmid declined to sell the land, but
freely offered it as a gift for a purpose so sacred.
The gift was accepted ; but after a time, another
application came from the same quarter for an exten-
sion of the grant, in order to increase the size of the
edifice. Mr. Goldsmid regretted his inability to com-
ply with the second request, as there were also on
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his estate Dissenters of different dcnominations, for
whose places of worship he felt it his duty as a
landlord to grant building plots. This reply was
met by a strong remonstrance from the said dignitary,
who ¢ earnestly hoped that Mr. Goldsmid would not
think of encouraging Dissenters on his cstate.

The chief object of his care was the thorough edu-
cation of his sons and daughters, and their mental
training was of a high order, superior by far to that
of any other Anglo-Jewish family at that time. The
Jews, as a body, were in no way indifferent to the ad-
vantages of intellectual culture ; but why, said they,
should we cducate talents which must needs rust from
want of a field for their exercise? Not only were
they excluded by the operation of penal laws from
every representative office and place of public trust,
but they could neither practise as barristers or
notaries, act as schoolmasters, nor even serve the
office of common constable, save by the farce of an
Annual Bill of Indemnity. Under such circum-
stances, parents gave their sons the bare education
required for the purpose of trade, within the narrow
compass of which oppressive legislation had cramped
their capabilities and energies.

The seventeenth and ecighteenth centuries were
not barren of progress. They had wrought for the
country in general many social improvements, but for
the Jews they had effected nothing. The Jews at the
opening of the nineteenth century remained, with one
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or two exceptions, in the same state of social de-
crepitude as in 16535, when they had ventured to put
foot again in England. Victims still of old prejudice
and social distrust, they were left to their own re-
sources, and confined to the exclusive sympathies of
their own race. Their return to the land, from which
they had been banished since 1290, was connived at
rather than freely and openly granted. They came,
as Graetz remarks, ‘nicht durch das grosse Portal, son-
dern durch eine Hinterthiiv! The City merchants
frowned on them with jealousy and malevolence ; their
religious creed was held as a kind of misdemeanour
by the bulk of the population, and the whole of the
clergy consigned them to a moral and social quaran-
tine. Petitions poured in from time to time to the
Government to expel them on the ground that they
had no legal sanction for their settlement in the
country ; and although such petitions were disre-
garded by those in power, the Jews were nevertheless
made acutely to feel that if England gave them for
the time being an abiding place, it was very far from
affording them a home. It was no uncommon thing
to arrest their merchants on the Royal Exchange,
and to charge them under the statute of the 23rd of
Elizabeth, as ¢ Relapsed Popish Recusants.’

In 1723 they were for the first time formally re-
cognised by Parliament, which passed an Act enabling
them to take the Oath of Abjuration without the
words, ‘On the true faith of a Christian.” This con-
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cession, which seemed to indicate a softening of pre-
judice, encouraged them some years later to memorial-
ise the Government to promote a Bill for their natu-
ralisation. The reasonableness of the request was at
once recognised, and a Bill to that effect was carried
through Parliament. But during the recess it en-
countered such a storm of indignant protest that the
Government moved and obtained its repeal in the
following session.

No perceptible change in the public sentiment had
manifested itself during the boyhood of Francis Gold-
smid. A rough husk of bigotry still adhered to the
bulk of the English nation, and the bent of its spirit
was towards intolerance. Mr. Isaac Goldsmid, how-
ever, did not despair of a bright future for his com-
munity, even at a time when to hope for it might
have seemed the height of extravagance! He
believed in the ultimate triumph of reason and
justice, and he was well convinced that the ameliora-
tion of the anomalous condition of his co-religionists
was capable of being accomplished by direct and
practical. means. If the question of ‘the pains and
penalties under which the Jews laboured, from mere
accident—since they had been imposed by the legis-
lature to affect a totally different class of persons—
could be fairly brought for discussion in Parliament,

! He was meditating the question of emancipating the Jews from
their disabilities as early as the year 1823, when David Ricardo made
a powerful speech in the House of Commons in favour of Religious
Liberty.
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and propagated through the medium of the Press, so
as to take hold of public opinion, it would be scarcely
possible, thought Mr. Goldsmid, to defend and to
maintain permanently grievances so obviously acci-
dental. But he forbore to take any active step in
the matter so long as the large bodies of Protestant
Dissenters and Roman Catholics continued to be
deprived, on the sole grounds of theological differ-
ences, of some of the most valued of their civil rights,
But significant signs were abroad of approaching
relief for these numerous sectaries. The Test and
Corporations Acts were gradually relaxing their hold
on Parliamentary majorities ; and as early as the year
1812 Mr. Canning had succeeded in pledging the
House of Commons, by a majority of 235 to 106
votes, to a Resolution to take into its consideration
early in the next session the claims of the Roman
Catholics.  The emancipation of the Protestant
Dissenters and of the Romanists being therefore
merely a question of time, and ultimately certain,
Mr. Goldsmid was hopeful that a collision of events
might strike out something for the advantage of the
Jews, whose turn would and must come.

Meanwhile Francis Goldsmid was receiving a su-
perior education qualifying him for a sphere of future
public usefulness. At a very-early age he began to
study classics and mathematics under Mr. Shergold,
an able tutor, with whom the whole of his morn-
ings were spent, and his afternoons were devoted
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chiefly to political economy and the cultivation
of Hebrew and modern languages, in all of which
branches of study he showed proficiency. He was
diligent and patient, and worked hard and with a
good will. His only relaxation was riding, which he
acquired under the training of M. Mathieu, a French
gentleman, who had been in the service of Jerome
" Buonaparte, King of Westphalia, as grand master
of the stud,and he rarely passed a day, except Satur-
days and the Jewish Festivals, without taking this
exercise. During a long and depressing illness,
and when every other species of pastime and amuse-
ment had lost for him its attraction, his interest in
his stables and horses increased rather than abated,
and he seldom missed an opportunity of following
the hounds.

His second classical tutor was the eminent scholar,
Charles Taylor, who had been educated with Lord
Byron under Dr. Drury. On Mr. Taylor’s appoint-
ment to a post of eminence in Guernsey, Francis
Goldsmid had the good fortune to secure the services
of the Rev. Dr. Fellowes, one of the fullest scholars
of Cambridge, who combined with his versatile
acquirements the breeding and the manners of an
accomplished gentleman, and completely won the
esteem and the friendship of his pupil. Dr. Fellowes
was honourably distinguished for having, on a point of
conscientious doubt about the Divinity of the Founder
of Christianity, resigned his valuable living at St.
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Bride’s, Fleet Street. He divided his time between
Francis Goldsmid and a retired Baron of the Ex-
chequer, who betook himself in old age te the
classical studies of his youth. Such was the esteem
and consideration in which the Baron held Dr.
Fellowes that, dying without issue or close family
connection, he bequeathed to him the whole of his
estates, as well as his personal effects, amounting to
90,000/, Though rcleased from the necessity of
teaching, by reason of the splendid fortune into
which he had come so unexpectedly, Dr. Fellowes
continued to read with Francis Goldsmid until the
latter had completed his eighteenth year.

His time profitably spent under the ablest of
tutors, Francis Goldsmid became a ripe scholar, com-
bining with a store of varied knowledge the gift of a
tenacious memory. In him were already apparent
the germs of an appreciative mind and of a sound
judgment, and his taste was as correct as it was deli-
cate. He had a high sense of the sublime and beau-
tiful, whether in the objects of nature, literature, fine
art, or in things that comewithin the domain of moral
heroism ; and few enjoyed more than he an outburst
of genuine wit and humour. The grasp of his
understanding was comprehensive, and his judgment
was so calm that he could always be relied on as a
safe counsellor. He was benevolent and sympathetic
and tolerant to such a degree that if he had not
been known to have an ingrained reverence for his
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ancestral faith, he might have been mistaken for one
altogether indifferent to the doctrine of a Divine
revelation. His great simplicity of character dis-
played itself in affability to all without distinction,
and in the avoidance of everything like assumption.
He could impart clearness to every subject by his pen
or speech ; but he excelled less as a speaker than as
a writer. His speeches at the Bar and in Parliament
are noteworthy for their matter and for the full know-
ledge they display of the questions to which they
refer ; but they do not rise to the dignity of elo-
quence. In his writings, however, no less in his or-
dinary correspondence than in his published works,
he comes forth as a master of English composition.
His style is clear and lucid, aiming at correctness
rather than effect. Yet such are his delicacy and
choice of expression that every word seems to fall
into its right place, and it would not be an easy
thing to vary a single paragraph which he has penned
without impairing its efficacy and its force. He was
an ardent admirer of genuine poetry, and oftentimes,
when, strongly impressed with a passing event, he
ventured to woo the muse, she proved to him any-
thing but unpropitious. Some of his fugitive lines,
which have been preserved, are distinguished by play-
fulness and spirit.

He did not possess that characteristic flash of
quickness which enabled his father to take in, as if
by some intuition, the full bearing and import of a
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question or a document at the first rapid glance.
But he had in an eminent degree the faculty of seiz-
ing on the essential facts of every subject offered to
his judgment, and of disembarrassing it of all irre-
levant matter. He thought maturely before commit-
ting himself to action, and having once determined
on the correctness of a given course, he pursued it
with a resolute and unflinching purpose. His intel-
lectual honesty was like an adamantine rock, which
nothing could shake.

Left free to choose his walk in life, he selected the
profession of the Law, although it was by no means
certain that the Benchers would admit to the Bar a
member of the Hebrew persuasion without requiring
him to subscribe an oath at the asseveration of which
his conscience might rebel! Having determined, if
admitted, to practise in the Court of Chancery, from
which his absence on Saturdays would matter less
than in the Common Law Courts, he placed himself
under Mr. Humphries, of Lincoln’s Inn, an eminent
Real Property Lawyer, and continued to read with
him and to work under his guidance until that

! Tn consequence of some doubt having been expressed during the
debate in Parliament in 1828, whether anyone taking the oath of abju-
ration could omit the asseveratory words ¢ on the true faith of a Chris-
tian,” Mr. Isaac Goldsmid addressed the Duke of Wellington to sanction
a proposition about to be framed and submitted to Parliament solely
for the purpose of allowing the Jews to act as barristers, and to retain
their privilege of voting at elections for Members of Parliament. The
Duke of Wellington declined to sanction such a proposition being
introduced, on the plea that the session was too far advanced.
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gentleman’s death. During the long sickness that
preceded it, a considerable portion of the office busi-
ness fell on Francis Goldsmid, and afforded him the
means of acquiring an extensive professional experi-
ence. After Mr. Humphries’ death, he entered the
Chambers of Mr. James Wigram, one of the leading
Equity draughtsmen of the time, and afterwards Vice-
Chancellor.

On the completion of his term of chamber pro-
bation, Francis Goldsmid offered himself for admis-
sion into Lincoln’s Inn ; but the Benchers took time
for consideration, as no Jew had hitherto been called
to the English bar. Long and frequent debates were
held, first whether, under the existing statutes, a
member of the Hebrew profession could be admitted
to the bar, and secondly, if admitted, by what parti-
cular oath he should be sworn, and with what for-
malities it should be tendered. It appeared that
there was a form of oath available for the purpose,
which a Jew might take without conscientious scruple;;
but a curious incident occurred about the particular
book on which Francis Goldsmid was to be sworn.
Sir Launcelot Shadwell, the Senior Bencher, was
given to whims and crotchets, which advanced age
did not tend to lessen. He was possessed with the
strange fancy that of all the editions of the Hebrew
Scriptures, the ¢ Mikraoth Gedoloth,” a bulky folio,
was the only one that was genuine ; and as Sir Launce-
lot possessed a copy of it, he insisted that on that
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CHAPTER 1L

OTHER important events calculated to exercise
influence on the social and intellectual condition of
the Jews had meanwhile occurred, the most note-
worthy of which was the foundation in London of an
Undenominational College. Mr. Isaac Goldsmid had
long felt it a grievance ‘that the Jews were deprived of
an academical education, and deeply regretted that
he saw no proximate means of remedying the evil.
Talking the matter over at dinner one day with the
poet Thomas Campbell, the latter started the idea of
founding a University, apart from everything apper-
taining to theology, so that no religious test whatever
might be imposed on the students. Mr. Goldsmid
seized on the suggestion with delight, and, having
secured promises of support from Brougham, Hume,
Warburton, and other notabilities and friends of liberal
education, he exerted himself strenuously to promote
the scheme, and in 1825 he took a prominent part in
the establishment, as he did in after years in the
management, of University College. It was tounded
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in 1826, and opened in October, 1828, under the title '
of ‘The University of London,” and it was subsc-
quently incorporated by Royal Charter as ¢ University
College, Lordon.” The merits and the usefulness of
this institution are now evident to all. It has
exercised an appreciable influence on the progress
of education, and to it may clearly be traced the
origin of those larger views and wider sympathics
which have since happily found a home in other
" academical establishments. Whilst University College
has paved the way for the admission of all classes
of Dissenters to nearly every right and privilege
in the old Universities, it has conferred priceless
benefits on the upper and middle classes of Jews;
and for this boon alone the Hebrew community of
Great Britain owe a lasting debt of gratitude to Isaac
Lyon Goldsmid and his son. Befoie University
College came into existence, no career was open to
able and aspiring Jews but that of commerce; and
the mental superiority which they have displayed
ever since a fair field has been afforded them, excites
an acute feeling of regret that many a powerful in-
tellect amongst them must have been suffered to
stagnate during ages of exclusiveness from want of
opportunities for cultivation.

Another event that raised the hopes of the Jews,
and led them to conclude that an abiding reaction
had set in against intolerance, was the success which

the motion for the abrogation of the Tests Acts
c2
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obtained in the House of Commons. In 1828 Lord
John Russell, though opposed by Sir Robert Peel
and the whole of the Government phalanx, carried
through all its stages, in the lower House of Parlia-
ment, a Bill for the repeal of the Tests and Corpora-
tions Acts, by which, so far as their operation had
not been nullified by the Annual Indemnity Act,
Dissenters had been deprived of offices under the
Crown and in municipal corporations. Francis
Goldsmid and his father rejoiced at the result, not
only on account of the tardy justice it dealt out to
thousands of British citizens, but also because it gave
an indication that the tide of intolerance was turning,
and that a more humane and liberal legislation would
henceforth prevail.  But their hopes were damped
when the Bill reached the House of Lords, where it
was met by a proposal from the episcopal bench,
which the Government supported, to make the words,
¢ On the true faith of a Christian,’ part of the declara-
tion required on the acceptance of office. In this
most objectionable form the Bill passed through
Parliament, notwithstanding the strenuous exertions
of Mr. Isaac Goldsmid, who enlisted in opposition
to the clause the Duke of Sussex, Lord Holland,
and several other Liberal peers. It was a question
whether the Bill should fail altogether, or pass with
its obnoxious clause , and as it affected the relief of
the whole body of Protestant Dissenters, Mr. Gold-
smid and his son Francis induced their friends to
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withdraw their opposition rather than peril the
passing of a measure touching the interests of thou-
sands of their fellow countrymen.

Great self-denial was displayed on that occasion
by the Goldsmids, because the form in which the Bill
for the repeal of Tests and Corporations passed left
the Jews worse off than they had been before.
Whilst it removed the Sacramental Test, it established
in its place a declaration which every Protestant
Dissenter could take, but which the Jew could not in
conscience subscribe. By the passing of the measure
of 1828 the Annual Indemnity Act became a nullity ;
and in lieu of a test which was dispensed with from
year to year, another test was introduced that was
not to be dispensed with, to which all Dissenters
could submit, except the Hebrews, who were thus
exceptionally disqualified in a direct and positive
manner. Lord Holland! was painfully sensitive of
the wrong that had thus been gratuitously inflicted
on the Hebrew Community, and he publicly declared
that he felt his having been obliged for the sake of
the Protestant Dissenters to yield to the insertion of
a clause so injurious to the Jews, as an additional
reason for exerting himself to get them relieved from
the evil it had occasioned.

Still the evil was not altogether unmixed with
good, for the repeal of the Tests Acts, the obnoxious
clause notwithstanding, furnished something like

! See his Protest entered on the Journals of the House of Lords.
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presumptive evidence that imperial legislation had
taken a course from which it could not well turn
back ; whilst it held out a faint hope that even the
cloud hanging over the Jews might after a while
disperse and afford them the opportunity of striking
out into new fields. This hope was encouraged by
the event which marked the year 1829 in the history
of liberal legislation. For more than a quarter of a
century the two leading men of the existing cabinet,
the Duke of Wellington and Mr. Peel, had passion-
ately and persistently opposed the claims of the
Roman Catholics, on the ground that their admission
into Parliament would prove injurious, if not abso-
lutely fatal, to the cstablished religion of the land.
But the force of political circumstances compelled
these stout opponents to shift their ground and to
carry through Parliament, not without bitter opposi-
tion in the Upper House, a full and complete
measure for relieving the Roman Catholics from their
civil disabilities.
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CHAPTER IIL

IT was a crisis in the affairs of religious liberty ; ana
no sooner had the Bill received the Royal assent, on
which doubt lingered in some quarters, on account of
scruples said to be entertained by the King about the
Coronation Oath, than it was felt by Mr. Isaac Gold-
smid and his son that the time had now come for
the Jews to bestir themselves, and to take active steps
for the accomplishment of their own emancipation.
Hitherto Mr. Isaac Goldsmid had worked alone,
privately and unobtrusively, for the amelioration of
the social and political condition of his community ;
but from this date he was efficiently aided by his son
Francis. The Emancipation Question filled up the
measure of their thought, and side by side they
laboured for its accomplishment during a long series
of years ; the father through ti e exertion of his wide
social influence and personal canvass, the son through
the agency of his powerful pen.

As yet, the Jews as a body had not stirred in the
matter, nor had they given any indications that they
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valued and desired the removal of the disabilities
which were felt by some of the community to be so
galling and oppressive. It was for them now to take
the initiative step, and to demonstrate, in a way
which should leave no doubt, that the desire to be
placed on a footing of political equality with the rest
of British citizens was not confined to a few members
only, but was shared by the Jews in common. It was
quite clear that they «¢ uld not force their claims on
Parliament as other unenfranchised sectaries had
done by agitation, and by the display of numbers.
During nearly half a century, the Protestant Dis-
senters had kept up for the repeal of the Tests and
Corporation Acts an organised agitation, which found
a telling auxiliary in their numerical strength. The
Roman Catholics also had suffered no interval to
elapse since the Act of Union in 1801, without
clamouring for their rights, and intimating that fatal
consequences might attend any long postponement
of them. It was not, in fact, until the movement in
Ireland had assum :d the proportions of a rebellion,
and that a civil .war was apprehended, that the
Roman Catholics wrung from an unwilling Govern-
ment the Act of Emancipation, which it would never
have granted them as a boon. If the Jews, however,
should succeed in obtaining relief from their dis-
abilities, it would only be by the force of public opi-
nion, influenced by a sense of moral right. In 1830,
their numbers were insignificant, barely amounting
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to 28,000 souls in the whole of the United King-
dom ; and even if they had been disposed to depart
from their peaceful and law-abiding conduct, they
could have inspired no possible alarm, though their
claims to equality of rights were to be permanently
and contemptuously rejected. Ever since the year
1753, when the popular ill-will set in so powerfully
against them, they had lived in a kind of seclusion,
without mixing, except for purposes of commerce,
with any but members of their own faith. They
were very timid about committing themselves to a
course that might produce sectarian strife, and arouse
once more a spirit of rancour like that of which they
had heard their fathers tell and lament.

Nor were these the only difficulties with which
Mr. Goldsmid and his son had to contend in their
efforts to arouse their community into action. The
Jews were divided amongst themselves with respect
to the measure of relief for which they should petition
Parliament. Some who were engaged in retail trade
desired nothing more than to be qualified to become
free of the City ; others sought only the concession of
the elective franchise, without their being subjected,
at the caprice of the returning officer, to the imposi-
tion of the Bribery O4th, which contained words that
grated on their consciences. Many were of opinion
that to put forth claims which involved the right to
sit in Parliament was to advance untenable pre-
tensions and to furnish a pretext for non-compliance
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with more moderate demands, But the chief obstacle
lay with those who entertained scrious apprchensions
that if able and aspiring members of the community
found open to them the high road to ambition, they
might insensibly be led, in their cagerncss of its
pursuit, to weaken their hold on the Synagogue and
ultimately “to abandon their ancestral faith. But
these and many minor difficultics were surmounted
by calm reason, tact, and good temper ; and before
the close of 1830 Mr. Isaac Goldsmid had succeeded
in so far overcoming the opposition of some, and the
reluctance of others, as to call into life a communal
organisation for promoting a measure for the removal
of every civil disability that affected the Jews. An
Association was formed, and a Committee was
appointed, with powers that rendered it arbiter of its
own action, and set it free from every control that
might cause it embarrassment. It had the good
fortune to possess in its honorary secretary, Dr.
Barnard Van Oven, an able and indefatigable worker,
fluent in speech and ready with pen, who, of the
whole Jewish body, was the only one that gave
efficient aid to Isaac and Francis Goldsmid during
the earlier stages of the emancipation struggle.
Whilst Mr. Isaac Goldsmid was bestirring himself
amongst the members of his ¢ mmunity and arous-
ing them from their inertnes to a sense of the civil
franchises which are the birthright of Englishmen,
Francis Goldsmid was pleading the cause with his
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pen and appealing to the intelligence and to the
humane sympathies of his Christian fellow country-
men. In 1828 he made the first attempt to ventilate
the question of the removal of the disabilities of the
Jews through the press. He published a pamphlet,
which restricted itself to a brief statement of the civil
privations under which the Jews laboured, and—to
employ his own words—*‘ he commited the removal
of them to the spontaneous bounty of the Christian
part of the community.’

The pamphlet met a cordial reception from most
of the Liberal newspapers throughout the kingdom, as
well as from the periodicals. But it encountered a
virulent, not to say a coarse, opposition from the
exponents of Toryism, who assailed the Jews and
the advocates of their emancipation with shameless
vituperation and with frantic appeals to religious
prejudice.  The objections raised against the removal
of their disabilities were legion. They were aliens,
excluded from the protection of the Toleration Act,
passed in the first year of William and Mary, and
incapable of holding land ; they were disqualified to
discharge the full privileges of citizens, and inasmuch
as they had always been employed in trade and
money-getting, they were unfit for higher occupa-
tions, being strangers liberal pursuits and devoid
of culture: the restrictions put on the Jews were
essential to the mainte ance of the national Chris-
tianity ; their admission into Parliament and to posts
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of distinction might lead to an organised propagation
of their faith and the judaising of the Christian
people ; and finally, the Jews themselves as a body,
looking on Palestine, anu not on England, as their
country, were not only indifferent to their emanci-
pation, but strongly opposed to it.

In 1830, Francis Goldsmid made a second and a
powerful appeal to the Christian public in a work
entitled ‘ Remarks on the Civil Disabilities of the
Jews,’! which covers the whole ground of the ques-
tion, and displays all the earnestness of an advocate
and the consummate tact of a diplomatist.

* Wherever, says he, ‘ the question of removing
the disabilities under which the Jews now labour has
besn mooted, the friendly disposition evinced to-
wards the measure has secmed so general among
persons of all religious denominations, that it was
intended to have left its accomplishment to the
spontancous bounty of the Christian part of the
community.” . . . ‘But the Jews find that this
silence is misconstrued, that the demeanour is
ascribed to apathy in the cause of religious liberty,
which has been dictated by sentiments of a very
different nature. They feel, therefore, that they are
compelled to depart from the course which they

! Tt produced a deep impression on liberal-minded Christians, and
called forth letters of high commendation, which are still preserved,
from Lord Denman, Dean Milman, the Marquis of Lansdowne, Lord

Wynford, the Earl of Auckland, the Bishop of Norwich, and several
other persons of eminence.
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intended to pursue, to protest against such interpre-
tations of their conduct, and to enter at once upon an
examination of the change which they desire. And
in this examination, enough surely will have been
done, if it be shown, first, that the welfare of the
Jews will be promoted; and, secondly, that the
interest of the country will be, in some respects, per-
haps advanced, and certainly in no possible way
prejudiced, by properly directing the energies of that
long-neglected race.’

After setting forth the actual legal situation of the
Jews in England, and exposing the error into which
Mr. Peel had led the public with respect to the con-
dition of the Jews, when, in his speech on the
Catholic Relief Bill, he said (after proposing to
exclude Roman Catholics from the offices of Prime
Minister, Lord Chancellor, and Lord Lieutenant),
¢ With these single exceptions by name, I propose
to leave all offices free fo all denominations of His
Majesty’s subjects —Francis Goldsmid proceeds to
consider all the test and exclusionist acts passed
since the time of Charles the Second, and how
by accident, and not by the design of the legisla-
ture which enacted them, they are brought to bear
on the Jews.

He conclusively shows that no grounds exist for
considering the Jews as aliens, even as a legal
fiction. ‘It is superfluous to remark,” he says, ‘how
strangely the opinion that such men are aliens con-
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tradicts the usual sense of that word; how singular
an anomaly in law would be presented by such a
doctrine.” In answer to the charges that the Jews
are employed in trade and money-getting, that their
minds are devoid of cultivation, and that they are
strangers to liberal pursuits, he says: ‘To the first
article of the charge, indeed, the Jewish community
must doubtless plead unqualifiedly guilty. In trade
the Jews have for ages past been almost exclusively
employed. I am not, it is true, quite clear that this
is a very heinous crime, and I am sure, at all events,
that England is not the country in which it ought to
be so accounted. But if itisa crifne, the Jews are
guilty. They have been prevented by the laws, and
in some cases by the persecutions, of Christian
Europe, from obtaining power, and not rarely even
bread, by other means, and they have obtained them
by trade. The man who, as in Russia, may be
driven from the country which he inhabits at the will
of its sovereign, cannot be a cultivator. The man
who, as in England, is unable to sit in Parliament, or
to accept an office under government, without sub-
mitting to a test inconsistent with his tenets, can
neither be a legislator nor a servant of the State. In
fine, you prevent the Jew from gaining subsistence
unless by trade, or influence unless by acquiring
wealth, and express surprise at his devoting himself
to the acquisition of it with more zeal than other men,
and consequently often with more success. You
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deprive our energies of almost all other objects, and
are yet astonished that they should be directed
strenuously towards this. You might as well turn
six brooks into the channel of one, and then wonder
how it happened that the united current exceeded,
in its depth and its strength, each separate streamlet.

¢ The latter part of the accusation against the
Jews, which charges them with deficiency in mental
cultivation, is of a more serious nature yet of this also
I must, I fear, admit the partial truth : whilst I at the
same time maintain that this also is the result of the
disabling laws, as of the prejudices which have con-
stantly prevailed against men of that religion. . . . .
Here they were objects of jealousy and contempt ;
they were necessarily shut out from places of public
instruction ; and lastly, the disabling statutes closed
before them the paths which lead to all the higher
functions of citizenship. The dislike which existed
against them, entirely prevented them from mixing
with their more fortunate neighbours, and thus de-
prived them of the most efficacious means of enlarg-
ing ideas and developing intellect—intercourse with
varjous classes of men. Their exclusion from places
of public instruction rendered it more difficult for
‘them, than it is for others, to obtain superior edu-
cation, Their exclusion from the careers to success,
in which superior education is most essential, re-
moves from them the strongest motives for struggling
with those difficulties ; whilst all these causes com-
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bined to inspire every individual exposed to their
action with a depressing sense of degradation, which
he would strive in vain to shake off, and to cow the
spirit of the whole community. Under circumstances
such as these, it would not have been rational to
anticipate that the day would soon arrive when the
Hebrews should deserve the character of a well-
informed and intelligent body of men.

¢That the morning of that day is come at length,
those who are best acquainted with them will not, I
hope, be inclined to deny. Prejudice against our race
has diminished, and  this diminution has contributed
towards our improvement, by which it has in its turn
been accelerated. If theresult had been different—if
the Jews had effected as much, in spite of obstacles
and disadvantages, as others have effected when
placed in favourable circumstances, I should indeed
have ascribed the fact to some fortunate, though un-
accountable peculiarity possessed by them ; but I
should have felt at the same time that one of the
many arguments against exclusive regulations was,
in this instance, wanting. As it is we find that these,
co-operating with other causes, have produced, in some
measure, the effects that might have been expected
from them ; but to infi r from this that they ought
to be continued is merely to say, in other words, that
the evil which they have occasioned is the best of all
possible reasons for preserving them inviolate.

With respect to the fear felt, or pretended to be felt,
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about the Jews taking advantage of their improved
political and social condition to proselytise persons
born in the Christian faith, he says: * No Christian
needs apprehend that he will diminish by a single
individual the number of adherents to his faith, if
he promote communication between them and the
followers of the Law of Moses. Alarms of this de-
scription can scarcely, under any circumstances, be
felt by a man thoroughly convinced that the correct-
ness of his belief is clear and indisputable. But their
existence is, I imagine, rendered impossible by the
fact that the Jews never attempt to make a single
convert. Nor is this line of conduct adopted from
prudential motives ; it is recommended by their reli-
gious opinions. The Jews have no idea that it is
incumbent on the whole human race to observe the
ordinances of their inspired legislator ; they conceive
that this is zeguired only of him whom birth has
placed amongst the sons of Israel; and they hold
that the stranger who declares himself a member of
their community, undertakes voluntarily, and perhaps
somewhat presumptuously, a burthensome duty, of
which the strict fulfilment is indeed meritorious, but
the neglect thenceforward criminal. Their notions
on this head are in fact forcibly, though perhaps rather
strangely, expressed in a saying of the Rabbins: “ He
who is not born in the law, needs not bind himself to
perform the law; but he who is born in the law
D
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must live in the law, and in the law he must die.”!
These precepts certainly inculcate that adherence to
belief for which the Jews are remarkable, but they
can never produce a zeal for making proselytes.’

He does not ignore the fact of the indifference,
not to say averseness, of a few of his co-religionists to
emancipation ; and whilst he admits their apathy to
be based on conscientious fears, he effectually exposes
their weakness.

¢It must be admitted that there #s a certain small
number of Jews, who regard our application for relief
not only with indifference, but even with doubt and
distrust, because they imagine that its success is
likely to promote amongst those who now adhere to
Judaism, a falling off from the faith of their ances-
tors. These persons maintain that the religious feel-
ings of men arm them sufficiently against fear of
the privations which restrictive laws impose, but that
there is no such defence against the slow under-
mining progress of kindness and affection. To me,
however, these ideas are erroneous. The same reasons
which should induce the pious Christian to desire,
should also prevent the Jew from fearing, an equali-
sation of civil rights. Each is convinced that his
opinions are correct, and each oxg/t therefore to be
convinced that their influence cannot be diminished
by the extension of friendly intercourse. Nor have I
the smallest doubt that an overwhelming majority of

1 Cited by Moses Mendelssohn in his Ferusalent.
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the Jews wholly concur, as well in these views, as in
an anxious desire for such a measure as has here been
advocated, and that these grievances have only been
hitherto endured in silence, because redress was not
hoped for.! To say much, however, on the question
is unnecessary. It is one of fact, rather than of argu-
ment, and I am confident that whenever the proper
period for calling the attention of Parliament to the
subject under consideration, which now fast ap-
proaches, shall arrive, the conduct of the Jews will
prove to the satisfaction of the most sceptical (what
indeed it does seem rather strange to question) the
general nature of their views and feelings and
wishes, with regard to the removal of their own dis-
abilities.” 2

To those who maintainzd that it was hardly worth
while to make a change in the law for a body of
persons so inconsiderable as the Jews, Francis Gold-
smid replied : ‘In instances like this, the quantity of
suffering inflicted on each individual increases as the
number of sufferers grows less. Every member of
a large community, though degraded by law, enjoys
at least whatever comfort he can derive from the
sympathy of many brothers in misfortune. But
whither shall the Jew look for consolation? Among
the thousands of his countrymen he will see that

"1 S0 long as relief to the Roman Catholics was withheld.
2 Remarks on the Civil Disabilities of the Feswws, pp. 33-4.
D2
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CHAPTER IV

DURING the winter of 1829-30, Francis Goldsmid
and his father laboured incessantly to secure a fair
amount of support for the Bill for the removal of the
civil disabilities of the Jews, which was, if possible, to
be introduced into Parliament in the following spring.
Ample evidence of their absorbing devotion to the
cause may be found in two large volumes, in pos-
session of the family, containing correspondence
with Lord Holland, the Marquis of Lansdowne, the
Duke of Wellington, Earl Grey, Sir R. Peel, Lord
Melbourne, and many other distinguished members
of both Houses of Parliament. Lord Lyndhurst, who
then occupied the woolsack, wished it to be made
known to Mr. Goldsmid, that although he would be
bound by his official position to vote with the
Government on the measure, he was favourable to
the emancipation of the Jews, and would privately
use his personal interest to promote its accomplish-
ment. This intelligence was sufficiently encouraging
to justify an appeal to the legislature,and Mr. Charles
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Grant (afterwards Lord Glenelg), as well as other
private members, offered to take charge of the Bill.
But when the time for action came, Mr. Charles
Grant, for various reasons, shrank from the task.
An admirable substitute, however, was found in Mr.
Robert, afterwards Sir Robert Grant, and into no
better hands could the introduction of the measure
have possibly fallen. Possessed of distinguished
abilities, of extensive information, and dignified elo-
quence, he was at the same time known to be so
deeply impressed with Christian sentiment, that his
liberality could hardly be mistaken for religious in-
difference.

The Government had given no hint of its intended
course with respect to the Bill. Whilst some were of
opinion that it would be regarded by them as the
natural corollary to the legislation of 1828 and 1329,
others held that the Duke of Wellington and Sir
Robert Peel would endeavour, by their opposition to
the measure, to win back some of the ground they
had lost with the high Tory party by reason of the
recent concessions to the Roman Catholics. The
result proved the latter opinion to be correct ; but in
spite of the opposition of the Government, the Bill
introduced by Mr. Robert Grant, April 5, 1830,
passed a first reading by a small majority. At its
next stage, the Government used greater exertions,
and on the motion for its second reading, the Bill was
thrown out by 260 votes to 180.
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The result was disappointing, but by no means
crushing. It was some gain to have had the question
of the anomalous position of the Jews brought under
parliamentary discussion, and a greater gain still
that the grounds on which their enfranchisement was
opposed were such as would sooner or later fail
before the ripening intelligence of the British public.
Neither Francis Goldsmid nor his father lost heart ;
their confidence in ultimate su'ccessbwas unabated,
for they knew well that religious prejudice dies hard,
and that it is not after one assault or two that in-
tolerance yields up its last stronghold. The defecat
of the measure was followed by a lively series of
letters from Francis Goldsmid, dealing with the
reasons advanced against it in the debate, and proving
them to be inconsistent with fact and unwarranted
by argument. He professes himself at a loss to
understand the precise signification of the maxim
that ¢ Christianity is part and parcel of the law of the
land.” ¢Does it mean that the law should protect
none but Christians ? The experience of every day
rebuts this interpretation. Or does it mean that
none but Christians ought to be held capable of
political privilege ? This would be a mere arbitrary
exposition, adopted to suit the present purpose. Or
lastly, does it mean that the law ought to prevent, as
far as it is possible that it should prevent, every-
thing injurious to the Christian religion? This,
surely, is the only rational construction ; and if this
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construction prevail, I am content that Mr. Grant’s
Bill should pass, or be rejected, as it may be found
consistent or inconsistent with this maxim. There is
nothing in the Jewish religion repugnant to Chris-
tianity, for the Christian believes all that the Jew
believes, only more; and the Jew never interferes
with, or speaks against any other religion, but merely
follows his own.’

In 1831 he returns to the charge, commenting on
the Government’s exchange of ‘its carly indiffcrence
for resolute hostility,” by rcason of which the Bill
was lost. “And yet’ says he, ‘severe as was the
disappointment which this denial of redress occasioned
to the Jews—deeply as it taught them to feel the
pain of “hope deferred "—the defeat was not un-
attended with its consolatory circumstances. It was
consoling to reflect, that of the district where persons
of our faith are best known, because more than half
of the Jews of the kingdom reside there—of the
three divisions of the metropolis,and the five counties
in which it stands—the twelve representatives, with-
out a single exception, had voted in favour of the
rejected Bill. It was consoling that the measure,
though encountered by the whole weight of the
Government influence, had united in its support a
minority the most numerous of the scssion, and
amongst the most distinguished for the names which
it comprised. But, above all, it was matter of
satisfaction that the arguments advanced by the most
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able of our opponents were not such as can engage
the attention or influence the resolutions of reason-
able men.

The other letters deal with the objections ‘that
the Jews consider themselves as a separate nation ;’
‘that they are in constant expectation of their return
to Palestine ;’ ‘that where enfranchisement has been
granted them, it has been of little practical utility ;’
and ‘on partial enfranchisement” In reference to
the last, the writer says: ‘The Jews have of course
no power to accept or reject any measure which the
Legislature may be pleased to enact respecting them.
But, for the reasons I have stated, I do earnestly
request those who have advocated, and will again
advocate, our cause in Parliament, not to yield to any
imperfect concession an assent from which it might
be inferred that they or that our community would
be gratified, even for a moment, with any measure
less complete than our perfect equalisation with other
Dissenters. 1 request our friends, the friends of
liberty of conscience, to consider, that if a portion
only of the disabilities under which we labour were
removed, and of which they almost equally with
ourselves desire the utter abolition, it would be
implied that Parliament approved those restrictions
of which the abrogation was neglected, and that a
change designed to strike off our fetters would but
rivet more firmly those which it left us to bear.’ !

! Francis Goldsmid shrewdly apprehended what was likely to
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These letters excited considerable interest, on
account of the strict accuracy that marked every
statement with which Francis Goldsmid met the
objections against the emancipation of the Jews
advanced during the recent debates in Parliament.
They possessed also the merit of pleading a cause
with which the writer’s deepest feelings were inter-
twined, without suffering a single bitter or injurious
expression to escape him, and without having any
recourse whatever to vehemence or cxaggeration. It
was needful, above all things, to get rid of the
fallacy, which touched the religious sentiment of the
public, that the admission of the Jews into Parlia-
ment would unsettle the Christian character of the
State ; and this fallacy Francis Goldsmid so thoroughly
demolished, that it was never revived during the long
struggle which the measure had to maintain with an
unfriendly majority in the House of Lords.

Far from being discouraged at the fate which the
Emancipation Bill met on its first introduction into
Parliament, the Jews would have reasserted their
claims in the following session if the public attention
had not been engrossed with a Reform in Parliament
to the exclusion of every other political question.
During three successive sessions the Reform Bill
occur. In 1833 there was a design of some members of the House of
Lords to introduce a proviso into the Jews’ Emancipation Bill, grant-
ing them every civil right, save that of their admission into Parliament.

(See Mr. Isaac Lyon Goldsmid’s letter on the subject to Lord Bexley,
Appendix No. I.)
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drew to itself the almost undivided attention of the
Legislature. In the month of June, 1832, it received
the Royal assent ; a few weeks after, Parliament was
prorogued, and in the month of December it was
dissolved by proclamation.

The Reformed Parliament, assembled in January,
1833, exhibited an astounding change in the respec-
tive numbers of the two political parties ; the
ministerialists, or Liberals, were five hundred and
eleven strong, whilst those who designated them-
selves Conservatives, were below a hundred and fifty.
This, then, was considered an exceptionally favour-
able time for the Jewsto bring forward again their
claims, and to seek a redress of wrongs which, as
Mr. Francis Goldsmid said, ‘ would at least afford to
the Reformed Parliament an opportunity of marking
the commencement of its career by an act of justice.
He lost no time in issuing an address to the new
Parliament on the Enfranchisement of the British
Jews, in which a complete refutation is given to every
objection urged against the Emancipation Bill of
1830. He deals principally with the fear lest the
interests of religion should be prejudiced, ¢as if the
interests of religion could ever be promoted by into-
lerant laws ;’ and with the assertion that the Mosaic
faith renders its adherents everywhere indifferent to
the interests of their native land, and unfit for civil
rights. In refutation of the latter charge he appends
a list derived from official sources of the Jews of
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France who fell gloriously in defending the national
liberty against the despotic ¢ Ordinances’ of Charles
the Tenth in July, 1830; and also a testimonial of
General Chassé to the bravery and the patriotism
of the Jewish soldiers who fought under him in the
campaign of 1832. Besides which, a roll is given
of names of Jews appointed to high office in coun-
tries where civil restrictions had ceased to exist,
together with copies of public documents, expressive
of the national approval of the manner in which those
official duties had been discharged by persons of the
Hebrew persuasion.

In 1833 Mr. Robert Grant, then holding office
under Lord Grey’s Government, brought the Jewish
question into the first Reformed House of Commons,
where its introduction was assented to without a
division, and its second and third readings were
carried by exactly the same majority of 189 to 54.
On this occasion the measure was supported by
Macaulay with ardent and enthusiastic eloquence,
and it was remarked that Sir Robert Peel, who in
1830 opposed the Bill at its second reading, now
abstained from taking part in any of the discussions.
The success which the measure met in the House of
Commons, as far as relates to the number of votes
recorded in its favour, was mainly owing to the exer-
tions of Mr. Francis Goldsmid and his father. The
efforts of the latter in publicly promoting the Bill
and privately canvassing for its support were unceas-
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ing. Night after night, he was seen in the Ilobby,
waylaying members on their passage to or from the
House ; now freely obtaining, and now earnestly en-
treating, promises of support. On one occasion,
when it was uncertain whether the Bill would come
on in the House of Commons so late in the evening,
a conversation between two members pledged to
support it was overheard to the following effect.
A : “There is little chance of the Jews’ Bill coming
on at this late hour of the night: I shall go home !’
B: ‘I should like to do the same, but it is useless to
attempt it: there’s Goldsmid keeping watch in the
lobby, and he’ll be sure to press me to wait on the
chance

Sir Robert Inglis, a persistent opponent of the
Bill, noting the extraordinary efforts of Mr. Isaac
Goldsmid to secure its success, concluded that his
interest in it was wholly and exclusively personal.
Sir Robert described the measure as wholly intended
to bring one gentleman from the lobby into the
House.

In the House of Peers, Lord Bexley (formerly Mr.
Vansittart), a highly religious Conservative, took
charge of the Bill, and it was ably supported by the
mover, by Lord Chancellor Brougham, Lord Holland
(then in the Ministry), Archbishop Whately, and
the Bishop of Norwich. But the bulk of the Con-
servative party and of the episcopal bench energeti-
cally opposed it, and it was lost by a majority of
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fifty. Lord Grey's Government was at that time so
powerful that it succeeded in carrying in the Upper
House a measure like that of the Municipal Corpora-
tions Act, to which the Tory Peers were even more
averse than to the Jews’ Disabilities Bill ; and there
is every reason to believe that if those who then
guided the councils of the country, nominally as de-
voted friends of civil and religious liberty, had
heartily supported Lord Bexley, the Emancipation
of .the Jews would have become law in 1833. But
from some unexplained cause Lord Grey,! Lord
Durham, and Mr. Edward Ellice entertained a per-
sonal aversion to a measure which was in every way
on a line with all their political principles.

The defeat of the Bill on that occasion, when a
different result was confidently anticipated, was a
great disappointment to the Jews ; but it would have
been more taken to heart by them if any valid
grounds had been shown for the rejection of their
claims. There was nothing in the speeches of the
dissentients that discovered a sequence or connection
of ideas on which their opposition was based. The
Committee of the Jewish Association determined to
print and circulate the debates on the question, as
the best evidence that could be produced as to the
justice of their claims. ‘We are satisfied,' said Dr.
Van Oven, ‘to rest our characters, as men and
citizens, on the testimony which an honourable feel-

+ See Lord Grey's letter to Mr. I. L. Goldsmid, Appendix No, II.
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ing of candour has wrung from our opponents
(especially the Archbishop of Canterbury and the
Bishop of London),! and we leave it to those oppo-
nents to explain why, with every qualification for the
performance of all the duties of Britons, and with a
full desire to take upon ourselves those duties, we
should be deprived of the right of doing so by the
continuance of odious and disqualifying laws ; and
how (since the name of religion has been introduced
into the discussion) respect can be shown for any
religion by maintaining distinctions which inflict
severe injury on one body of the inhabitants of this
kingdom, and produce no benefit whatever to the
rest.’ 2

Another attempt was made in 1834, as well as in
1836, to obtain for the Jews their civil rights, but
without effect. It had still to encounter the deeply-
rooted prejudices of a majority in the House of Lords,
which did not depend on single votes, but on scores
of them. Little was done in reference to the main
question between 1836 and 1847, although its spirit
and its life had not evaporated. Francis Goldsmid
was not the man to rest content under the ban of
perpetual disability. He saw that enfranchisement,
though slow in its progress, would be sure in its
operation ; and he was satisfied for a while to post-

! One speech only, that of the Earl of Winchilsea, was entirely
dissonant from the whole tone of the debate in the House of Lords.

2 Introduction to the Publication of the Debates on the Fewisk Cizql
Disabilities Bill, 1833.
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pone its attainment, in order to arrive at it with a
greater assurance of certainty.

Meanwhile minor measures for the relief of the
Jews were passed through Parliament. The City of
London, which had inaugurated a new and more
tolerant policy in 1832 by admitting Hebrews to civic
freedom, elected in 1835, Mr. David Salomons as
Sheriff, and soon afterwards he was chosen as Alder-
man. These elections led to especial legislation to
enable persons of the Jewish persuasion to accept
municipal office, by taking an oath without the words
‘On the true faith of a Christian ;’ and Lord Lynd-
hurst brought in a Bill to that effect, which passed
with little opposition through both Houses of Parlia-
ment. In 1837 Mr. Moses Montefiore was elected
Sheriff of London, and, on the Queen’s visit to the
City, he received the honour of knighthood ; and
in 1841 Mr. Isaac Goldsmid was created a baronet,
being the first Jew who received that title. Subse-
quently it was conferred on Sir Moses Montefiore,
David Salomons, and Anthony de Rothschild. It
was held by some that these civic honours and marks
of royal favour might fairly be considered the
measure of what so small a body as the Jews had a
right to expect. But Francis Goldsmid was very far
from sharing that opinion. He did not decry the
benefit of the removal of tests that disqualified the
Jew for municipal office, but in this he only recog-
nised an approach to the outworks of the great






50 MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID.

CHAPTER V.

FRrRANCIS GOLDSMID now devoted the time which
he could spare from his professional engagements to
the promotion of objects essential to the progress and
well-being of his community. Two projects he had
greatly at heart: one was to lift the Synagogue out
of the spiritual decay into which past persecutions
had plunged it, and to make its worship respected
without as well as within; and the other was to
establish an Infant School for the Jewish poor, the
necessity for which had long occupied his father’s
thought, and stimulated his cxertions.

Francis Goldsmid’s strong Jewish feeling, inborn
and inherited, had already moved him to dcliver a
religious discourse in the Synagogue of St. Alban’s
Place, Haymarket, under the impression that it might
ultimately lcad to the establishment of a recgular
pulpit, which had been the glory, as it was in fact the
creation, of the ancient Synagogue. Little or no
permanent benefit, however, arose out of this laudable
effort. But in 1840 a strenuous movement was made
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by some of the better educated of the laity to stamp
with a higher character the Anglo-Jewish Synagogue,
which had long seemed a merely servile copy of
the Middle Ages. An association was formed, con-
sisting principally of some of the leading members
of the Bevis Marks congregation (Seplardim)! for
the purpose of obtaining modifications in the ritual
which the increments of ages had swollen into
immense bulk, and for the introduction of weckly
sermons in the vernacular, and other improvements.
Amongst the few of the Askkenaszim ? who joined the
Association, were Francis Goldsmid, his brother
Frederick, and their uncle Aaron Asher Goldsmid,
all of whom rendered essential service to the cause
by their earnestness and varied abilities. But the
moving spirit of the Association was Francis Gold-
smid, who imparted impulse and energy to all its
operations. He drew up on its behalf a temperate
and able memorial to the Elders of the Sephardee
Synagogue, setting forth the glaring defects in the
prevailing mode of public worship, and suggesting
changes which promised to infuse into it new life and
power, render it more edifying and impressive, and
bring it into harmony with modern thought and with

! The term °Sephardim,” from the Biblical word ¢Sephrad,’
generally supposed to mean Spain, is applied to those Jews who follow
the ritual and the pronunciation of the Hebrew adopted by the Jews of
Spain and Portugal, as well as by those of Eastern countries.

2 The name given to the Jews of Poland and Germany, who differ
from their Sephardee brethren in the pronunciation of the Hebrew, as
well as on some minor ritual matters. '

E 2
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the improved condition of the community. The me-
morial was referred to the Ecclesiastical Board, where
it was met by a stern and absolute refusal to sanction
any modification. Indeed, the Rabbis went so far as
to deny that there existed in the present age any
authority, lay or ecclesiastical, which could permit a
single deviation from the customary Synagogue dis-
cipline, to which time and prescription had imparted
the force of immutable law. This rigid and uncom-
promising dzctum caused the memorialists astonish-
ment and pain. It seemed to them preposterous to
maintain that formularies which had crept into the
public service in times of bitter persecution and
hostility, should be regarded as models for all suc-
ceeding ages. All hope of Synagogue reform from
the Ecclesiastical Board being at an end, there re-
mained for the friends of progress, as Professor Marks
said, ‘the alternative of either taking the work of
improving the mode of worship into their own hands,
or of acquiescing in the continuance of a state in
which the decay of Judaism would become every day
more imminent.’}

The Association, feeling that the evil had endured
too long, determined to suffer no further delay, but to
proceed to action, and having secured the services of
a minister in Mr. Marks (now Professor Marks),
whose views were grite coincident with theirs, they

Y Introductory Discourse at the Consecration of the West London
Synagogue of British Fews, by the Rev., Professor Marks, January 1842,
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opened a modest temple of prayer in Burton Street,
which was duly consecrated on January 27, .1842.
This movement, which forced opinion and authority
into a fierce struggle, was the cause of wounding
many old and honest prejudices and of arousing
strong feelings of bitterness. The most serious and
enduring evil might have lighted on the whole Anglo-
Jewish fraternity if, under circumstances of great ex-
citement and difficulty, Francis Goldsmid had not
steadily and manfully guided the counsels of the
nascent congregation. He gave his mind to every
detail, and, finding that he had to deal with strong
prejudice and inveterate habit of thought, he laboured
earnestly to soften passion and not to exasperate it.
He happily lived to see the congregation, of which he
was the main pillar, increase and prosper, until it
established itself in its present spacious edifice in
Upper Berkeley Street, and also to see all contention
and past differences, so fraught with peril to the
interests of the community, healed by the soothing
influence of time. On Mr. Daniel Mocatta’s death,
he succeeded him as chairman of the Council of
Founders, and to the end of his life he continued to
preside over the congregation, to which he bequeathed
a legacy of twenty thousand pounds.
Notwithstanding the steady march which England
had made on the road of social progress during the
earlier part of the current century,on one important
matter, that of public education, it continued to lag



34 MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID.

behind Germany and some other European countries.
Even at the present day, when school-boards are in
operation throughout the land, no general system of
education obtains for all classes of the community.
Every attempt in that direction has been discouraged,
and in fact absolutely thwarted, by party spirit and
sectarian prejudice. Ever since the year 1818, na-
tional schools continued to spread under the influence
of the movement produced by Lancaster and Bell ;
but until a later period, the Infant School, one of the
most important elements in the present age, had no
existence amongst us. There was no lack of Dame
Schools, to which children from six to seven years
of age were sent, to be kept out of mischief rather
than to be methodically taught; but the idea con-
ceived and promulgated by Fellenberg, that the
instruction received by a child between the age
of three and five years has the most important influ-
ence on its later life, had not as yet taken root in our
soil.

Robert Owen, some of whose schemes for the
public good may have been tinged with speculative-
ness and transcendentalism, was nevertheless at heart
a genuine philanthropist. In his laudable efforts to
benefit huma.iity, he was powerfully moved to im-
prove the condition of thousands of poor infants
daily exposed to the pernicious influences of a close
and unhealthy atmosphere, as well as to scenes of
intemperance, indecency, and moral corruption. A
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kind of nursery school, where such helpless children
might breathe a pure air, have their young ideas
developed, and be generally cared for, seemed to
Robert Owen to promise a remedy for the evil. He
accordingly set up in Lanark the first Infant School,
and the success which attended it in training the
temper and educating the feelings of the little ones
within its walls, led to the establishment of Infant
Schools in all the large towns of Great Britain.

Sir Isaac Goldsmid, who had seen the Lanark
school in operation, desired to found at once a similar
institution for the Jews in London, but he encoun-
tered great opposition from some of the leading men
of his community, who feared that such an establish-
ment might prove injurious to the interests of the
Great Free School of Bell Lane. But circumstances
occurred which overcame that opposition, and en-
abled Francis Goldsmid to carry into effect his
father’s scheme for instituting an exclusively Jewss/
Infant School. Mr. Joseph Wilson had recently
established an Infant School at his own cost in
Spitalfields, and it was attended by many Jewish
children. It is probable enough that Mr. Wilson’s
object was philanthropy, and not propagandism ;
but the managers of the school suffered it to become
a centre of the conversionists, where systematic
attempts were made bv missionaries to entice
Jewish children from their parental faith. Under
such circumstances a Jews’ Infant School became an
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absolute and pressing necessity ; and the first Jewish
institution of the kind was inaugurated in the vicinity
of Houndsditch, September 14, 1841.

As its President, Mr. Francis Goldsmid delivered
on the occasion an address animated with vigour and
warmth, setting forth the advantages of such an insti-
tution, and its influence on children of tender age,
when first and enduring impressions are made, and
emphasising the necessity for making it essentially
Jewisk. He said: ‘It is two years ago since some
persons who took a deep interest in the welfare of the
community, and of whom I have the pleasure to be
one, had our attention directed to the want of such an
institution as the present one. In the course of the
autumn of last year, circumstances occurred which
made us feel that an attempt to form such an insti-
tution ought no longer to be delayed. It appears
that persons of a different faith from ourselves had
perceived, as we have, the advantages of such an
establishment, and had taken means to supply it.
The two gentlemen, Mr. Walter Josephs and Mr.
Sampson Samuell, whose attention was first drawn
to the institution to which I am alluding, felt that it
was conjoined with a sinister project, which we could
not suffer to be accomplished. With respect to mere
differences of creed, it matters little when the pupil
has arrived at an age when he requires several
teachers. But as regards the carlier education, when
one teacher only is placed over a whole school, the
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case is widely different. If you desire an institution
like the present one, it must be placed under the
direction of an Israelite’ . . . ‘There cannot be a
doubt as to the utility of a school such as this. Some
years ago, indeed, people believed that education was
ineffectual before the age of five or six years. But at
an earlier age you can educate the feelings and the
heart, and for this you cannot begin too young.
There is not a feeling of the infant that is not capable
of being turned to good or evil. There is an educa-
tion that teaches a child when he has quarrelled to
kiss and be friendly again, and not to cherish enmity.
Take, for example, the feeling of fear. Let the fear of
darkness,asis perhapsnatural,beencouraged by stories,
and threats of ghosts, and then a sentiment of super-
stition will be produced in the infant, which will pursue
him to the end of his days, and vain will be all his in-
cessant efforts in after years to rid himself completely
of the defect. But if the groundlessness of such terrors
be explained, the infant will readily answer, as an
infant @74 answer who had been trained in the school
at Edinburgh. Passing through a churchyard at
night, the child was asked if he was not afraid?
“ Afraid !” replied he, ¢ afraid of what ? I go to the
infant school.”’

The Jews’ Infant School has filled up a gap in our
educational system, and has fully answered the expec-
tations of its promoters. It has already thrown out a
branch in a neighbouring district, and so far from
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having proved hurtful to the Bell Lane institution, it
has served it effectually as a nursery. Much of its
success is due to the lady who has presided over it
since it was opened. The essential qualities for an
infant school governess are practical good sense, a
mild and patient temper, and an affectionate dis-
position. All these are found in Miss Miriam Harris,
who combines with them a singular talent for orga-
nisation and great capability of moulding the rough
material with which she oftentimes has to deal.

The West Metropolitan School, founded by the
late Mr. Frederick D. Goldsmid, and now risen to
the level of a middle-class school, owes much also to
the generous support of Francis Goldsmid. Indeed
the school-house in general, wheresoever it raised its
head, found in him a patron and a benefactor. One
of the chief objects of his life was to promote a high-
class education amongst the youth of both sexes,
apart from all considerations of sect or creed. He
had indulged the hope of seeing a normal school
established on the approved German model for the
training of Jewish teachers. His sister, Anna Maria
Goldsmid, has long been at work for this desirable
object, and she is striving still to complete the need-
ful fund which Francis Goldsmid started with a
thousand pounds. Itis much to be regretted that
the want of such a school is not more generally felt
by the Jewish public.

A Jewish College was held by Francis Goldsmid,
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as by all thinking men, to be a necessity of the times.
Instruments for carrying on the ministry of the
Synagogue are not found ready made. It was need-
ful therefore to establish here, as in France and
Germany, a college for training and forming into
the required type a succession of enlightened and
accomplished spiritual teachers. But the Jews’ College
in its proposed form he declined to support, because
he considered it based on a system that had become
obsolete, and at variance with cultivated English
thought in the nineteenth century.

His recommendation was that the institution
should be affiliated to University College, and that
inasmuch as religious instruction should be localised,
whilst secular instruction ought to be centralised, the
Jews’ College should have a separate establishment
for the teaching of Hebrew and theology, as well as
for the practice of religious discipline; whilst for
science, classics, and the faculty of arts in general
the pupils of the Jews’ College should attend the
lectures at the University in Gower Street.

This was sage counsel, but it was not acceptable
to the promoters of the Jews’ College, who desired to
keep its students entirely apart from every other
academical establishment. Francis Goldsmid could
not bring himself to support an institution based on
such narrowness and separateness, and which dis-
tinguished in n» way whatever between the disci-
pline of secular education and theological science.
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It scemed to him that the plan was reactionary
and ill calculated to train the faculties, and that a
college conducted on such a principle would show an
absence of healthy intellectual life, and would fail of
thoroughness. Time has proved the soundness of
these opinions. It is now a quarter of a century and
more since the Jews’ College came into existence, and
its slender results can scarcely have realised the
expectations of its promoters. The moderate success
it has achieved may be assigned By some to a lack of
public support. But the very fact that the community
at large do not come to its aid might suggest to its
council the possibility that many thinking persons
share the views of Francis Goldsmid.!

How the true interests of Judaism are inseparably
blended with the unstinted acquisition of secular
knowledge is most felicitously shown by Francis
Goldsmid in the following passage, with which he
closed a lecture, delivered at Sussex Hall in 1855, on
the history of the Jews in Spain: ¢ The performance
by a Jew of his duties to his faith and his community
has nothing in it inconsistent with the pursuit of the
widest knowledge, or with the greatest readiness to
serve his country. You might justly say, Who
questions so obvious a truth? if one did not from
time to time hear, nay, if I had not very recently
known to be expressed by a person or two, many of

! The Council of the Jews’ College have since reconstituted it on
the principle suggested by Francis Goldsmid.
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whose opinions I hold in the' highest respect, doubts
concerning the accuracy of a portion of what I should
have considered an almost indisputable proposition.
If there be any among you who have ever entertained
such a doubt, I would say to you it is true with
regard to corporeal matter, but it is not true with
regard to intellectual attainment, that it grows less
solid in proportion as it increases in extent. On the
contrary, the man who within certain reasonable
limits varies the subjects of his study, will be able to
apply to each more mental force and more power of
illustration than, if his attention were always en-
grossed with a single subject, he could bring to bear
upon that one. I would further ask any (if any
there be) who imagine that we may perchance be-
come less completely Jews and Jewesses by becoming
more thoroughly men and women, carefully to
examine that portion of history which has occupied
us this evening. Where, in the countries in which
the Jews have been forced by persecution and dis-
abling laws, or have been led by the narrow spirit
which such misfortunes sometimes engender among
persons exposed to their operation—where, I repecat,
in the countries in which the Jews have been forced
or led to confine their attention to the performance
of religious duties, and to the earning of a subsistence
—where, in those ccuntries, have they done as much
for the honour and fer the service of their faith, as
was done in that land and age in which Jews
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embraced, and in many instances by the very men
who embraced, within the compass of their studies,
well-nigh the whole circle of the science and letters
of the time, and among the objects of their desire the
creditable ambition to serve their country ? Where,
throughout whole centuries of Ghettos and of Jewries,
shall we find men who have promoted religious as
well as secular learning among their co-religionists
like Hasdai, the physician and adviser of Abd-al-
Rahman, or like Samuel Levi, the minister of the
‘Khalif of Granada?—Men who have adorned the
Jewish liturgies with devotional poems like those of
Gabirol and Jehuda Halevi, or who have expounded
the precepts and illustrated the principles of their
religion as ably as the philosophic Aben-Ezra, or as
Maimonides, the physician of the Egyptian court?
Examples like these may well dispel any such doubts
as those to which I have referred, and may make us
safe in concluding that the Jew will best do his duty
to his faith and to his community who neither
neglects religion for the sake of general learning nor
general learning for the sake of religion ; but who,
honouring the past of his race and creed, and desiring
that their future may be honourable, strives in early
life to increase to the utmost of his power his stores
of knowledge, and in maturer age to promote the
welfare, religious, moral, intellectual, and physical, of
his own class, and, as far as in him lies, of any and
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CHAPTER VL

IN 1839 a Bill was introduced by Mr. Divett to
render certain the admission of Jews when elected
to corporate offices. It passed almost unopposed
through the Commons, but was defeated by a small
majority in the Lords. A similar Bill was carried
through Parliament by Sir Robert Peel in 1845, and
the passing of that measure was generally regarded
as the precursor to an Act for the admission of the
Jews to the legislature. The emancipation question,
which since 1836 had ceased to be agitated,’ was re-
vived with increased vigour in 1847 by the Liberal
constituency of London, who returned Baron Lioncl
de Rothschild as one of the representatives for the
City. Lord John Russell seized the occasion for in-
troducing a Bill to alter the anomalous state of the
law which shut out the Jews from Parliament. It
passed rapidly through all its stages in the House of

! It had not, however, ceased to be to the Jews an object of very
deep interest. (See letter addressed by Sir Isaac L. Goldsmid to the
Jewsh Electors of the City of London, 1841, Appendix III.)
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Commons, having amongst its supporters Mr. Glad-
stone and other eminent Conservatives who had pre-
viously voted against a measure of a like character.
What was more remarkable still, it was powerfully
aided by Sir Robert Peel, in a speech of persuasive
eloquence. It was the fate of this eminent statesman
to become in his later years the advocate of many
liberal measures which he had stoutly opposed in the
earlier part of his career. But never did he recant a
bygone opinion with a better grace than in the
finished oration which he delivered on the second
reading of the Jews’ Disabilities Bill in February,
1848. But notwithstanding that speech, which
frankly avowed that Sir R. Peel’s erroneous fore-
cast of the consequences of admitting Jews into
Parliament had been thoroughly corrected by his
later experience, the Bill again encountered an ad-
‘verse majority in the House of Lords, and was lost.

The rejection of the measure on that occasion
called forth from Francis Goldsmid the most spirited
and weighty of all his appeals for the removal of
the disabilities under which his community laboured.!
It was a matter of no small difficulty to assail with
an unused weapon the unintelligible motive for keep-
ing some thousands of free-born, intelligent, and loyal
British subjects in political serfdom. The arguments
in favour of civil and religious liberty had of late

Y Reply to the Avguments advanced against the Removal of the re-
maining Disabilities of the Fews, Murray, 1848.

¥



66 MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID.

become hackneyed, and it was scarcely possible to
give new life and colour to worn-out generalities.
Indeed, posterity will wonder how an illiberal and
tyrannical policy like that advocated by the House
of Lords could have been so long and so persistently
upheld by statesmen of renown and men of political
foresight.

Mr. Goldsmid’s pamphlet, however, was admirably
adapted to the occasion. Taking for his motto the
well-known lines of the Roman poet—

...... unam minimamque relinque,
De multis minimam posco, clamavit, et unam ’—

he shows that as the restrictive laws which continue
to fetter and degrade the Jews are utterly irreconcil-
able with accomplished events, there can be no
motive for retaining them save that which arises out
of a belief ‘in the utility of a modified persecution,’
or that of an unwillingness ‘to part calmly with
the last disability of any importance remaining
on the statute book. . . . ‘On this one law the
opponents of the emancipation of the Jews accumu-
late the affection which they formerly divided among
a goodly family of penal and disabling enactments.
Like Niobe in the fable, when she begs the life of the
last of her children, they make one sad remonstrance
more before their regret shall grow for ever dumb—

«¢Spare yet the least, she cried ; the rest is past ;
Of all I loved, O spare the least and last.””’

To estimate at its full worth this able production,
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it should be read as a whole. Some idea, however,
of its general effect may be formed from the closing
paragraphs which deal with the question whether
those who, on religious grounds, oppose the enfran-
chisement of the Jews, show respect for Christianity.

*When the New Testament is found to declare
that every Christian should do to other men as he
would that they should do to him ;' that sorrow
awaits every man that does evil ; and glory, honour,
and peace are the portion of all that are good,
whether Jew or Gentile ;2 that of the three virtues,
faith, hope, and charity, the greatest is charity ;3
that he that saith that he is in the light and hateth
his brother, is in fact in darkness ;* when these and
such as these are proclaimed as the precepts of
Christianity, the first impression produced by them
is that such a religion cannot command the con-
tinuance of a law which causes to one body of men a
serious evil as a punishment for conscientious belief,
and works no practical benefit to the remainder of
the nation.

*If, however, I found that learned Christians in
general agreed in declaring that Christianity &id
command this, I shzuld, of course, conclude that I
had misapprehended the precepts to which I Lave re-
ferred, and that they were to be understood in some
other than their plain and obvious signification. But

1 St. Matthew vii. 12, 2 Romans ii. 9, I10.
$ Corinthians xiii. 13. 4+ St. John xii. 9.
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when it is seen that many pious Christians at least,
both divines and laymen, attribute the same meaning
to these commands ; when the Archbishop of Dublin
has emphatically said' that to punish men for reli-
gious error is persecution, and that if there be such
persons as persecuting Christians in this country,
he differs from them in religion more than from the
Jews themselves ; when Sir Robert Grant, in bringing
forward a mction for removing the civil disabilities of
the Jews, called on the professors of Christianity? to
efface the reproach that affected their national faith,
and to render their religion what it ought to be, a
religion of peace and goodwill towards all mankind ;
—] am encouraged to believe that I have rightly
understood, according to the simple meaning of the
words in which they are expressed, the passages of
the New Testament which appear to declare that
justice knows no distinction of creed, and that
charity in its most comprehensive sense is the
highest of human duties.

¢ And, so believing, I venture (although myself an
adherent of a more ancient faith) to say to my Chris-
ian fellow subjects : As you value the reputation of
your country for generosity and uprightness, exclude
not one small body of men from privileges to which
all others have been admitted ; continue no longer a
useless and degrading disqualification. But if you

1 Debates in the Lords, August 1, 1833.
3 Debate in the House of Commons, April 17, 1833.
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have resolved on the contrary, ther at least give any
reason for your determination rather than your love
for retigion. Cast not upon your faith so foul a
stigma as to say that respect for it requires you
to perpetuate a law producing extensive injury to one
class of your countrymen, and not the slightest bene-
fit to the rest. Declare not (in contradiction to the
words of the book which you revere as divine) that
you ought 7ot to do to others as you would that they
should do unto you—that honour ought 20¢ to be the
portion of the Jew that does good—that faith is
greater than charity, and lastly, whilst you boast that
the moral system of Christianity is a development
of the revelation delivered to the Hebrews, do not
abandon that great precept on which the morality
of the Old Testament is founded, and which even
Jews have hitherto supposed to have b2en adopted'!
as the foundation of the New: “Thou shalt love thy
neighbour as thyself.”’ 2

The rejection of the measure in 1848 also called
forth an admirable production from Mr. Henry
Faudel, who, in conjunction with his kinsman Sir
Benjamin Phillips, rendered important services to the
emancipation cause during the long struggle it had
to maintain against its inveterate and implacable focs.

The seat of Baron de Rothschild having become
vacant by the failure of the Emancipation Bill, the
} St. Matt. xxii. 37-40; St. Mark xii. 29-31. 2 Levit. xix. 18.
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citizens of London returned him again as their repre-
sentative, and he proved himself by his public-
spiritcd conduct well worthy of their choice. Sink-
ing all personal considerations in the advocacy
and maintenance of a great principle, Baron de
Rothschild, heedless of labour, fatigue, and ex-
pense, and undaunted by repeated failures, success-
fully contested every succeeding election, until public
opinion forced the House of Lords to capitulate to
th= demands of justice and common sense. On the
occasion of the second return of Baron de Rothschild
for the City of London, he appeared at the table of
the House of Commons to take the oaths, and it was
contended by Mr. Page Wood (afterwards Lord
Chancellor), that the Honourable Member could
take the oath of abjuration without the words ‘on
the true faith of a Christian,” since these words con-
stituted the form of asseveration only, and did not
affect the substance of the cath. But Lord Romilly,
then Attorney-General, dissented, and the course
recommended by Mr. Wood was not adopted by the
House.

After repeated struggles between the two branches
of the legislature, the long-pending question was
settled by a proposal made by the Earl of Lucan.
A Bill having been sent up by the House of Commons
establishing a new oath to be taken by all members
of Parliament with the old form of asseveration, but
with a clause enabling Jews to omit it, this clause
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was struck out by the Lords. But they immediately
afterwards passed a separate Bill, which authorised
the desired omission, except when the oath should
be taken by members of either House of Parlia-
ment ; and at the same time empowered either House
to pass a resolution permitting any Jewish member
of its body to omit the words, ‘on the true faith of
a Christian.” This singular compromise,! sullenly
agreed to by the majority of the Bishops, was ac-
cepted by the House of Commons, and thus in july,
1858, the Emancipation of the Jews was accom-
plished after twenty-nine years of agitation. There
would have been something congruous in seeing Sir
Isaac Lyon Goldsmid, the greater part of whose active
life had been devoted to the liberation of his commu-
nity from the bondage of tests, able to realise the
victory which had at last been achieved. But the
worthy Baronet was then too much bowed down by
years amd infirmities (under which he sank in the
following April) to share in the common joy, when
the contest in which he had taken the chief part was
over, and when the last barrier of religious partition
was levelled to the ground.

! Lord Lucan’s strange device no longer forms part of the statute
law, a subsequent Act having introduced a new oath to be taken by

members of Parliament and persons holding office under the Crown,
which does not contain any reference to the Christian faith.
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CHAPTER VIL

FrANCIS GOLDSMID had very early made his mark
at the Bar, and his elevation to the dignity of Queen’s
Counsel, in 1858, was but a just, though long-deferred
tribute to his professional eminence. On succeceding
to his father’s title and estates, he retired from prac-
tice, though retaining a deep interest in the prosperity
of Linccln’s Inn, of which society he was a Bencher.
A letter of Lord Justice James, written to Lady
Goldsmid a few months after her husband’s death, and
inserted in the Appendix,! is the best evidence of the
esteem and affection with which Sir Francis on his re-
tirement from the Bar was remembered by his con-
fréres. Having now at free disposal his time and a large
fortune, Sir Francis devoted both liberally to the pro-
motion of the well-being of the Jewish community
and the permanent good of mankind, the centres on
which his thoughts and his deeds continually turned.
He was sensitive to a degree of the position in which
he was placed, and he recognised it as a trust involv-
ing great moral responsibility. With him wealth
' See Appendix IV.
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was so far from being the primary interest of life that
he valued it chiefly as an instrument to be employed
in the service of benevolence and human progress, and
few knew better than himself how to dispense it with
discernment and grace. He was not heedless of any
object that had a claim on judicious philanthropy.
The school-house, the hospital, the asylum, the edi-
fice for the worship of the Universal Father, whether
it was a Synagogue, a church, or a chapel, shared
alike in his bounty ; and his wide intellectual sym-
pathies were incessantly evinced in his efforts to
foster merit and to develop the germs of genius.
The condition of the poor held a foremost place in
his regard, and he was ever ready to help them in
the most effectual way by enabling them to help
themselves, and to save them from sinking into the
degradation of mendicancy.

He took a deep interest in University College,
and, when in town, never failed to attend its council
meetings. He was also President of the Senate, and
the body of Professors highly appreciated the judicial
ability which he displayed and the attention and
courtesy which they received at his hands. 1In 1871
he took a leading part in the most important
academical event in the history of that College, in
instituting a faculty of science as distinguished from
that of arts and laws. In order to secure the
valuable services of Professor Clifford for the Chair
of Applied Mathematics, Sir Francis Goldsmid under-
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took to augment the income of that Chair by an
annual grant of £200 for five yecars, and at the
expiraticn of the term he renewed his generous gift,
and continued it until his death. He was also
Treasurer of the University College Hospital, to the
support of which he annually contributed a consider-
able sum,

Within a short time of his death he offered to
give ten thousand pounds towards the rebuilding of
the hospital, provided the rest of the amount required
should be subscribed. The estimation in which he
was held by his coadjutors will appear from the
following correspondence :

19 Chester Terrace, Regent’s Park :
October 29, 1870.

My dear Sir Francis,—The Hospital Committee
have asked me to communicate to you their earnest
request that you will allow them to attach your name
to one of the wards in which you have lately done so
much to increase the chance of recovery of the
surgical patients. The Commitiee desire to mark in
this permanent manner their recognition of the
valuable services which you have rendered to the
Hospital, not only by your long-continued and most
liberal contributions to its funds, but by the time and
thought which you have always been ready to devote
to its interests whenever you could in any way promote
them. They would have asked to connect your name
with both those wards, had not one of them already
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received the name of the Brandreth Ward. I trust
that you will give me the pleasure of communicating
to the Committee. your compliance with their re-

quest,
Believe me,

Yours faithfully,
EDWARD ENFIELD.

To this communication Sir Francis replied :
St. John’s Lodge,
November 6, 1870

My dear Mr. Enfield—~Having been a good
deal occupied for some days past, and believing that
Wednesday next is the day when the Committee
of University College Hospital meets, I have not
answered till now your note of October 20, and I
hope you will excuse the delay. I have always
great pleasure in doing anything in my power for the
benefit of the Hospital or College ; as well from my
conviction of the utility of both institutions, as from
a recollection of the active share taken by my father
in founding them and promoting their prosperity.
But I certainly never either expected or desired that
my services should be recognised in the way now
proposed by the Committee. At the same time I
feel that it would be ungracious to decline an offer
so kindly made, and the valué of which you have
increased by your mode of communicating it. Per-
haps I may be allowed to add that as since my con-
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CHAPTER VIIL

THE great variety and importance of the different
questions to which Sir Francis Goldsmid devoted his
attention. during his Parliamentary career will be
illustrated by a few of the speeches which will appear
in the following pages. Whilst this selection may
suffice as examples of his Parliamentary oratory, it
should be stated that he was not one of those
members who are always striving to put themselves
forward in debate. He, at times, sat silently, though
assiduously through protracted discussion in silence,
and was always found on the side of liberal and bene-
ficent measures.

He entered Parliament in 1860, having been
elected in the Liberal interest for Reading,! which he
continued to represent until his death. A political
career had always been the aim of his honourable
ambition ; but the disabilities which excluded Jews
from the Legislature were not removed until he had
passed the meridian of life. There is scarcely an
instance on record of anyone making a figure in the

! See his Address to the Constituency of Reading, in Appendix V.
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House of Commons who had not entered it in the
spring of manhood. His forensic talents, however,
his thorough acquaintance with the domestic adminis-
tration and the foreign relations of his country, com-
bined with his large fortune and his high personal
character, gave him weight and position in the House,
and rendered his Parliamentary course useful and
honourable. He was regular in his attendance
throughout the session, and he took an active part in
the debates. His opinions were invariably received
with marked attention, especially on questions of a
legal and constitutional character, and he was fre-
quently consulted by his party, when in power, on the
drawing of Acts of Parliament.

On January 24 he appeared at the table to be
sworn according to the recent statute of 22 Vict.
c. 48 for the relief of persons professing the Jewish
religion. His first speech delivered in Parliament
was on a Bill introduced February g by Sir Fitzroy
Kelly for the prevention of bribery at elections, in
which it was proposed, amongst other pains and
penalties, to make the candidates and all into whose
hands the money should come, amenable to perjury,
which involved imprisonment and hard labour. Sir
Francis said :

That having given much attention to the subject, the
result of his consideration was to lead him to the conclusion
that the Bill of the honourable and learned member for
East Suffolk was not calculated to effect the object he had
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in view. Any attempt to check an offence against the
public interests by so severe a punishment as was proposed
would in effect be bringing them back to a state of things
that existed half a century ago, when the criminal legssla-
tion of the country was marked by a character of great
severity, but which for the last forty years had given way to
much more humane ai.d enlightened views. At a time not
very remote, a large number of the members of that House
owed their seats to the practice which the honourable and
learned gentleman now proposed to punish so severely.
He doubted whether public opinion would support the
honourable gentleman in his endeavour to inflict for the
crime in question a punishment which would permanently
disgrace a man or affect his future standing in society. The
effect would be to deter gentlemen from coming forward to
prosecute, or to assist in the prosecution of the offending par-
ties. If they wished to prevent men from entering that House
by means of bribery, they must provide the means of enter-
ing it without corruption, even as the representative of a
constituency of which a portion was corrupt. What would
be more effective than any other measure would be to pro-
vide that whenever a successful candidate was unseated on
the score of bribery, the opposing candidate, after he had
established his case, without any recriminating case being
made out against him, should obtain the vacant seat without
the necessity of a new election. The great difficulty under
the existing law was to induce the unsuccessful candidate
to prosecute the offending party, inasmuch as in <he event
of his success in ousting the sitting member he would be
further than ever from the object he sought in petitioning,
because he would be compelled to go again before the same
constituency, after he had made himself unpopular in their
eyes by exposing their corruption, and his chance of being
returned would consequently be much diminished. This
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state of the law operated as a great discouragement to peti-
tions. Those best acquainted with the subject were con-
vinced that in the majority of cases in which bribery was
committed no petitions were presented against them, and
it was well known that although every general election was
followed by a great number of petitions, the number in
which they were effectively followed up was small. He
attributed that condition of things to the defective state of
the law in this respect. It was that which gave the greatest
encouragement to bribery. The plan he would suggest should
be to enable the House to give to the honest candidate
a mode by which he might enter Parliament, as the member
for even a corrupt borough, without having participated in
any corruption. If the question were not taken up by a
more competent member, he should feel it his duty on a
future occasion to state more fully the principles upon
which he believed that any measure to be effective in putting
down bribery should be based.

On the second reading of another Bill for pre-
vention of bribery, brought in by Mr. Mellor, Sir
Francis approved of some of the clauses whilst he
strongly objected to others.

Theoretic severity (he said) produced, in most
" instances, practical impunity ; and for the last forty years
this system had gradually been abandoned, and sounder
views of criminal legislation, which were largely indebted
for their diffusion to the writings and speeches of such men
as Bentham, Romillv, Montagu, and Mackintosh, were
established. The new plan for the repression of offences
proceeded on the two principles of making punishment
certain, and diminishing temptation to commit the offence ;
and wherever it had been applied, it had always been



MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID. 81

found to work for the public welfare. Bank-note forgery
and smuggling, formerly crimes of alarming frequency,
against which penal statutes had in vain been directed, were
put an end to in one case by an improved system of
manufacture and by removing from circulation the one-
pound bank-note, and in the other by a reduction in the
rate of duty. Why should they not apply to the offence of
bribery, which was frequently designated a crime, the same
principle which had been attended with beneficial effects in
the instances he had mentioned? The second and third
clauses of the Bill proposed, at the discretion of the judge,
to add in cases of bribery at parliamentary and municipal
elections the penalty of hard labour to that of fine and im-
prisonment already pronounced by the statutes. This
would be wholly inconsistent with the spirit of modern
legislation, and how was it possible for public opinion to
approve the infliction of a degrading punishment, what
the French termed pesne infamante, when a feeling existed
that many members of that House were tainted with this
very offence of bribery? The penalties imposed by the
existing law were not enforced. At every general election
hundreds of cases of bribery occurred, and yet nothing was
more rare in the history of our criminal courts than punish-
ment of that offence either by fine or imprisonment. The
only effectual remedies, in his opinion, were the loss of the
seat and the loss of the vote ; but to legalise the sentence
of hard labour in cases of bribery would only be to add to
what had proved in practice an idle threat, a fresh denun-
ciation which was still more certain, from its severity, to
prove inefficacious.

After having criticised some of the clauses of the
Bill which interfered with the rule of English law, Sir

Francis said :
G
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I now come to the remedy which I myself am desirous
should be adopted, namely, that when a defeated candidate
petitioned on the ground of bribery or treating, and made
out his case without any recriminatory case being established
against himself, he should be entitled to the seat. In the
majority of elections that take place under the present
system in corrupt political constituencies, it usually happens
that there are three parties, of whom two are opposed in
politics, one being somewhat stronger than the other, and
the third party, which holds no political opinions whatever
—except it is recognised as a political principle that electors
are to make as much as possible out of their votes—are able
to give the victory to the weaker side by throwing their
force in that direction. A candidate is invited down by
the stronger side, and is correctly assured that if no corrupt
practices be resorted to he is sure of his seat. But a few
days before the election it is ascertained, by some of those
appearances so well understood by persons familiar with
such matters, that the weaker side has made arrangements
for buying the votes of the corrupt section. Under such cir-
cumstances what course would the most strenuous opponent
of bribery recommend the candidate to pursue? If, per-
severing in his original intention not to bribe, he withdraws
from the contest, it is true that he avoids both the expense
and the contamination to which he would otherwise be
exposed. But so far as the constituency is concerned
bribery is not checked, but on the contrary encouraged ;
for the weaker side, simply by unscrupulous determination,
succeeds in gaining the election. If, as I fear is most
frequently the case, the candidate who starts with pure
intentions finds that unless he resorts to the same practices
as his opponent his election will be lost, and thereupon places
a sum of money in the hands of his agent without inquiring
how it is to be spent, such a proceeding is not, of course, to
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be defended, but the unwillingness of men to succumb in
any contest in which they have once engaged, the extreme
importance which is attached to a seat in this House, and
the improbability of succeeding on petition, make it, I
think, not to be wondered at that the temptation is often
yielded to, and results in the occurrence of events such as
have excited the reprobation of the country at Gloucester
and Wakefield The candidate might, to be sure, adopt
the more honourable course of adhering to the principle of
purity, and, if defeated, petition the House ; but after the
expenditure of a moderate amount on the legitimate costs of
the election, and a much larger sum in prosecuting the
petition, he is no nearer to the object of his ambition, even
if he succeeds In ousting his opponent. Where a very gross
scene of corruption is exposed, the House will probably
suspend the writ for a year, but if a new writ be issued
immediately, no man is more secure of the hostility of the
corrupt party than the honourable and public-spirited candi-
date ; and, with some few exceptions, it has been found
that the corrupt elector, whether influenced by gratitude or
self-interest, if he cannot obtain money from anybody at the
second election, votes for the candidate of the party to whom
he has sold his vote on the former occasion. In some
cases it is the friend, in others the near relative, but who-
ever comes forward in the same interest as the unseated
representative is pretty sure of being returned. Thus the
three courses which are open to a candidate desirous to
avoid bribery are all eminently unsatisfactory. Numerous
as are the petitions which flock in after every general
election, the number of seats which are obtained by corrupt
agency, and respecting which no effective petition is pre-
sented, is even greater still. By the course which I pro-
pose, bribery, like smuggling, would be rendered a non-
remunerative speculation, for the effect would only be to
G2
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hand over the seat on petition to the opposing candidate,
and gentlemen coming forward to contest elections would
shrink from an expenditure which only leads to exposure
and defeat. The House, moreover, would be relieved from
the unpleasant and embarrassing dilemma in which it is too
frequently placed of punishing the innocent as well as the
guilty electors by suspending the writ for an indefinite
period, or of rewarding the guilty parties and affording them
the opportunity of a fresh harvest by suffering a new election
at once to take place. It has been said that this proposal
would lead to the result that the candidate of the minority
would not unfrequently gain the seat—meaning of course
by the minority of unbought votes. But, on reflection, it
will be seen that this could rarely occur. As the law now
stands, the candidate who has the majority of unbought
votes is, nevertheless, often tempted to buy votes, lest his
majority should be overpowered by the bought votes on
the other side, and in this way he might put it out of his
own power to obtain the seat either at the election or
on petition. But under the law as altered he would be
perfectly certain to obtain the seat on petition, and the only
way in which he could incur the risk of losing it would be
by his own folly. To use a familiar phrase, it would be by
buying votes that he would be ‘sold.’ Candidates having
the minority of unbought votes may more frequently obtain
the seat at present than under this alteration of the law.
Whatever plan may be adopted, I therefore trust that it will
comprise the remedy which I have suggested.

The motion for the second reading of the Bill was,
by leave, withdrawn ; and a Select Committee was
appointed  to inquire into the operation and effect of
the Corrupt Practices Prevention Act (1854), and
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whether any and what further measures are ne-
cessary for the prevention of corrupt practices at
elections.’ i

Sir Francis voted for the commercial treaty with
France, for the repeal of the paper duty, for the better
representation of the people, for the introduction of
the Ballot, and for the Bill to open endowed schools
to children of Dissenters, and to enable Dissenters to
act as trustees in cases where no intention was
specifically expressed respecting the religious character
of the trust. The Bill for increasing the income tax
encountered in him a strong opposition. In Committee
on the Attorneys and Solicitors Bill he gave an
earnest support to the amendment of Mr. Stansfeld to
put the matriculation examination of the London
University on the same footing, for the purposes of
that Bill, as the middle-class examinations of Oxford
and Cambridge. Whilst he approved generally of
the Masters and Operatives Bill, he strenuously
opposed the proposed courts of arbitration, objecting
to the power which the Bill gave to one party to com-
pel another to appear before the proposed councils—
a power which he did not believe could be safely
entrusted to working men.

Early in the year 1860 the aggressive policy of
the French Government created an uneasy and sus-
picious feeling throughout the Continent, and the
commotion which it produced in England was so
powerful as to call into being the institution of
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Volunteer corps. The force numbered at first about
70,000, but a little later, after France had annexed
Nice and Savoy, the Volunteers incrcased to over
150,000. The Government caught up the general
alarm, and, acting on a report presented by a com-
mission appointed to consider the condition of the
Royal dockyards, the ports of Dover and Portland,
&c., Lord Palmerston moved in Committee the fol-
lowing resolution :

That it is the opinion of this Committee that, towards
providing for the construction of works for the defence of the
Royal dockyards and arsenals, and of the ports of Dover
and Portland, and for the creation of a central arsenal, a sum
not exceeding two million pounds! be charged upon the
Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom, and that the
Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury be authorised and
empowered to raise the said sum by annuities for a term
not exceeding thirty years; and that such annuities shall be

charged upon and be payable out of the said Consolidated
Fund.

The proposal was met by a sturdy opposition from
Mr. Bright and the disciples of his school. But Mr.
Lindsay, more temperate in his objections to the
measure as a whole, interposed with an amendment,
¢ That, as the main defence of Great Britain against
aggression depends on an efficient navy, it is not
now expedient to enter into a large expenditure on
permanent land fortifications.’

! The entire cost of the proposed undertaking was estimated by
Lord Palmerston at £11,000,000.
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Sir Francis Goldsmid : I do not concur in the amend-
ment, but at the same time I cannot concur wholly
with the resolution originally proposed. My objections
are twofold. I believe, in the first place, that some of
the works recommended are not really required, and, in
the next, I think the cost of every work should be es-
timated, not only by the original cost of construction, but
by what is in fact far more important, the subsequent
cost of manning it. Anyone reading the report with im-
partiality and attention might, I think, arrive at the con-
clusion that the commissioners have made out a sufficient
case for the sea defences to protect the dockyards, but that
no such case has been made out for the land defences (which
are only to be of use after an enemy has landed), except,
perhaps, in the one instance of Portsmouth, on account
of its peculiar importance. It is evident from the paper
or ‘detail’ laid on the table last Friday that the Govern-
ment themselves do not concur with the commissioners
to the extent of about two-thirds of the land defences, and 1
would therefore suggest the propriety of their reconsidering
the case of the remaining one-third, which involves an ex-
penditure of about a million and a half of money. It isclear
from their report that the commissioners have approached
the subject with an exaggerated fear of invasion. The
honourable member for Birmingham (Mr. Bright), in many of
whose remarks I do not concur, has made some criticisms
which appear to me to be very just upon the exaggerated
language of the report. In one paragraph it is actually
stated that if our fleet lost for a time the command of the
Channel, our insular position would be a positive disadvan-
tage for the purpose of defence. This, if it means anything,
is equivalent to an assertion that, if the command of the
Channel were temporarily lost, it would be rational, with a
view to the defence of England, to desire that Dover should
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be joined to Calais, and that the shores of Hants and Dor-
setshire should, not politically, but physically, be annexed
to those of Normandy. Now, I ask whether it be possible
not to be struck with the absurdity of that proposition. The
idea, too, that France or any other nation should invade us
for such a secondary object as the destruction of Portsmouth
or Plymouth dockyard is one that can scarcely be enter-
tained. Why, if they failed, their landed force would be
destroyed, and if they succeeded they would have achieved
nothing decisive. The commissioners have also greatly un-
derrated the importance of railways and telegraphs, which
would be found most valuable auxiliaries in case of invasion.
The works recommended by the commissioners cannot, ac-
cording to their calculation, be armed by a force of less than
60,000 or 70,000. The Defence Committee at the Horse
Guards are of opinion that of these ‘a considerable propor-
tion’ must be regular troops. If a considerable portion
means one-half, the commissioners’ recommendation would
involve an addition to the regular army of at least 30,000
men, and the less extensive works proposed by the Govern-
ment to be executed, an addition of at least 15,000 men.
And this, at about £65 a man (the sum estimated by the
report itself), would occasion the expenditure of £ 1,000,000,
which represents an additional capital sum of £ 30,000,000
sterling. I do not urge these arguments against the execu-
tion of any work that may be required for the defence of the
country, whatever the cost, but I do hope that the House
will again and again consider whether the landward defences
which the commissioners have recommended, except, per-
haps, those at Portsmouth, are indispensably necessary.

During this session Sir Francis Goldsmid felt
himself called on to protest against a capital error into
which aspeaker had been betrayed with respect to the
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feelings entertained by Jews towards persons of a
different faith from their own.

On the second reading of the Religious Worship
Bill, Mr. Walpole delivered a speech in which he
asserted ‘that all the members of the House concurred
in the necessity of preaching the gospel.” Mr. Walpole
was followed by a noble lord,! who said, that whilst
agreeing mostly with what had fallen from his right
honourable friend (Mr. Walpole), there was one
portion of his speech from which he felt bound to
dissent. He alluded to that portion of it in which he
had stated that all members of the House concurred
as to the necessity of preaching the gospel ; that, he
would beg to remind his right honourable friend, was
not exactly the case, for there were four honourable
members who did not believe in the necessity of
preaching the gospel, and by those gentlemen, whom
recent legislation had admitted within the walls of
the House, such discussions as the present, he con-
tended, must be regarded as an insult (cries of ‘oh,
oh’). He would repeat it, there was no longer any
community between the Christian religion and the
House of Commons, and all references to Christianity,

! Time and experience must have satisfied this distinguished noble-
man of the groundlessness of his anticipations. Raised since to high
office, he has invariably employed the influence of his position for pro-
tecting the Jews, as far as in his power lay, in those semi-barbarous
countries where religions persecution is still rife. His efforts to secure
for every class of Roumanian subjects the equal rights of citizens, by an

express article in the treaty of Berlin, will always be remembered with
gratitude by the whole of the Hebrew community.
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and all quotations from the Bible, must now be, not
only out of place, but an insult to those four gentle-
men.

Sir Francis Goldsmid: If I had not been one of the
four gentlemen alluded to by the noble lord, I should not
have taken part in this discussion. The noble lord is
no doubt one of those who have been incapable of under-
standing the motives and principles by which persons of
my persuasion were actuated before the Bill passed by
which they were admitted to Parliament, and who appear
incapable of understanding them now that the Bill has
become law. The noble lord secems to be totally unable
to understand how it is possible for a member of the
Jewish persuasion to combine attachment to his own faith
with a wish that persons born in the Christian faith should
be instructed in the doctrines of that religion. I can,
however, assure the noble lord that the two things are
perfectly compatible, and that any measure which is
brought forward with the view of providing increased facili-
ties for those born in the Christian faith shall—although I
may take no prominent part in its discussion—be looked
upon by me, and those whose religious opinions are the
same as mine, with favour rather than the contrary. I will
go further, and, although I am reluctant to refer to a per-
sonal matter, tell the noble lord that in places with which
members of the Jewish persuasion are connected by ties of
property, they do not scruple, nay, they are quite as anxious
as other landlords are, to facilitate the establishment of
houses of religious worship and schools in which instruction
is given in the Christian religion to those who have been
brought up in that faith. I will say nothing more, but I
hope I have made it intelligible to the House, though pro-
bably it is not intelligible to the noble lord, that any mea-
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sure that really tends to promote freedom of religious
worship cannot possibly be regarded by persons of my own
religion as an insult to them.!

. A question of great constitutional import engaged
the attention of the House of Commons during the
session of 1861. In the previous year the Commons
had passed a Bill for the repeal of the duties of ex-
cise on paper levied in the United Kingdom, which
was thrown out by the Upper House. Grave doubts
were entertained whether the Peers had not passed
the limits of constitutional usage in rejecting a
Supply Bill on purely financial grounds. To prevent
a repetition of the occurrence, the Government in the
present session embodied the repeal of the paper
duty in the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill. On
its second reading the Opposition contended that it
was a violation of the privileges of the other branch
of the Legislature, which had debated and rejected
the Paper Bill, to introduce a measure identical in its
provisions, and to annex it inyseparably to a Bill of
Supply. The opposition was led by Mr. Macdonogh,
member for Sligo, in a powerful speech, quoting in-
stances from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
of similar attempts having been defeated in Parlia-
ment. On the other hand precedents in abundance
were adduced by Sir. James Graham, justifying the
course proposed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer
on the present occasion.

! Vide Hansard's Debates, April 1860.
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Sir Francis Goldsmid said :

Notwithstanding the industry and ability of the honour-
able and learned member for Sligo, he has fallen into an
error not unfrequent with those who have a difficult cause
to conduct. He has taken an undoubted doctrine and
endeavoured to apply it to circumstances to which it is
utterly inapplicable. In the first of the instances which he
has cited, an attempt was made to tack to a Bill of taxation
a Bill against occasional conformity. That Bill was regarded
by a strong party as prejudicial to the interests of the
country ; but an attempt to force such a measure upon the
House of Peers by a tack to a financial Bill is compared by
the honourable and learned gentleman, in the exigency of
his argument, to the union of a Bill for repealing the paper
duty with other financial measures.

An interest stronger than might have been anticipated
has been awakened among certain politicians by the question
of the paper duties, but I have never yet heard that it is
supposed to affect the interests of religion. The next
attempt at tacking referred to by the honourable member
was that by which it sought to render the Long Parliament
indissoluble. It scarcely requires any argument to show how
inapplicable such a precedent is to the present question,
but I can promise the honourable member that if any
attempt of that nature were made by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer members on this side of the House would be
quite ready to aid in defeating him. The third instance
cited was the Bill with regard to the malt duties in 1807,
to which a clause was tacked for legalising Exchequer Bills,
but that was in effect a measure for the benefit of individuals
who happened to hold bills which were previously illegal.
The case is exceedingly like one mentioned by Lord Mac-
aulay, and also relied on by the honourable and learned
member for Sligo, in which a clause for remitting the money
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due from the Duke of Ormond to the Crown was tacked
to a Bill for Supply. In the course of the discussion on
that occasion, a threat was uttered that the next ‘tack’
would be for the attainder of some of those Peers who had
opposed the measure, and this unjustifiable threat Lord
Macaulay has emphatically and most properly condemned.
But even from the most energetic supporters of the Govern-
ment proposals I have heard no indication of an intention
to propose that to the Paper Duty Repeal Bill there shall
be tacked a clause for the attainder of my Lords Derby and
Monteagle. The honourable and learned gentleman has
argued that the House of Commons ought not to include
in the same Bill a repeal and a grant of taxes, but the
right honourable baronet the member for Carlisle (Sir
James Graham) has given instance after instance where
such a course has been pursued by this House. There can
be no doubt that the House has a perfectly constitutional
right to combine in one Bill as many provisions relating to
taxation as it may think fit, provided that it does not annex
to such a Bill anything that is foreign to or different from
taxation or supply. So long as the Bill deals solely with
taxation it may extend to any length ; and in one case, in
the time of Sir Robert Peel, the Continuance, Repeal, and
Alterations of Customs Regulations were all included in one
Act, and these new Customs Regulations fill several pages
of the quarto edition of the statutes. The honourable and
learned gentleman has alluded to the standing order of the
House of Lords, but I ask, is there anything in its nature
¢ foreign to or different from’ taxation in the present Bill?
The form of this measure is justified, not only by precedent,
but also by reason and expediency. It is because it is
necessary to give a general view of the finances of the
country that the Chancellor of the Exchequer is obliged to
make annually a comprehensive financial statement, so as



94 MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID.

to enable the House of Commons to decide on his proposals
as to continuing, remitting, altering, and imposing taxes.
The intimate connection of the various matters embraced in
this Bill is clearly shown by the course of the proceedings in
the Committee of Ways and Means. Though the resolution
as to the tea duties has been separately proposed—and it
might have been technically more correct to confine the
discussion on that resolution to tea—this question is so
mixed up with that of the paper duty, that the debate has
turned as much on the latter as on the former. And when
a division had been taken on the tea duties, although the
paper-duty resolution was adjourned to a subsequent even-
ing, yet the decision on the tea duties was felt so completely
to have settled the question of the paper duty (so far as
respects the stage of the Committee of Ways and Means),
that on the subsequent evening, when the paper-duty reso-
Tution was adopted, there was little debate and there was
no division. How then can it be otherwise than reasonable
and expedient to comprise in one Bill matters thus natu-
rally and necessarily mixed up in discussion and decision ?
Again, the necessity for the course taken by Government
will be seen on referring to the resolutions adopted last
year, and still more from a paragraph in the draft report of
the right honourable member for Cambridge, on which these
resolutions are based. It is there laid down that, in order
to preserve the power of this House over supply, taxes may
be granted annually, and the different parts of the Budget
included in one Bill. The right honourable gentleman the
member for Buckinghamshire, in the course of the debate
of last session, said :

I now come, Sir, to the second method of defending ourrights
suggested by my right honourablefriend, and, I take it,adopted in
theresolution—that s, by insisting that the whole of our financial
scheme shall be embodied in one Bill. We do not—at least 1
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for one, and the Prime Minister for another, do not question
the right of the House of Lords to reject such a Bill ; but of
course the responsibility of such a step would under these
circumstances be greatly enhanced, and the difficulty of dis-
turbing the financial arrangements of the House of Commons
proportionately increased. For my own part, Sir, I have no
objection to such a course; I should have liked, for example,
that course should have been pursued this year ; I should have
liked to have had the whole scheme of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in one Bill : I should have liked to have seen the
additional twopence of income tax set down to the same Bill
that was to repeal the duties on paper.

I hope honourable gentlemen on the opposite side of the
House, who may have an intention of joining in the objec-
tions urged against this Bill, will weigh the passage of the
speech which I have just read before they finally determine
to oppose a principle of which the right honourable gentle-
man last year expressed his approval, and which the Govern-
ment this year has adopted. To send up again to the House
of Lords a proposal to repeal the paper duties in a separate
Bill would be proceeding entirely in contradiction to the
resolutions of last year, in which they unanimously claimed
for the House of Commons the right to determine the
matter, the manner, the measure, and the time of taxation.
By a separate Bill for the repeal of the paper duty this
House would commit to the discretion of the Lords three
of the four subjects the rightful control over which it
then resolved to be in!itself only—the manner, by leaving
to them to alter the proportion fixed by this House of
indirect to direct taxation ; the matter, by leaving to them
the continuance of a tax, here thought needless, on an im-
portant manufacture ; the measure, by leaving to them to
increase the total amount of the year’s revenue. The
Government could not have proposed such a course with-
out disrespect to the House, and the House itself could
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not acquiesce in it without a deliberate abandonment of its
own most precious privileges.

During the session of 1863 a measure was brought
in by Sir John Trelawny cntitled the Affirmations
Bill, the object of which was to cnable persons to
make affirmations in all cases where there might be
inability to take an oath from defect or want of re-
ligious knowledge or belief. Being opposed by the
Government, it was defeated on the second reading ;
but it was sﬁpportcd by Sir Francis Goldsmid on the
broad grounds of the rights of conscience.

I will not dwell (said he) on the first clause, after the
admission of the honourable and learned Attorney-General
that there are some defects in the law which that clause
would remedy, an admission which I should have thought
a sufficient reason for reading the Bill a second time. But
there is no doubt that the main question to be considered
is that raised by the second clause, whether the present
state of the law promotes the ascertainment of truth in
courts of justice. If it do not—and I am of that opinion—
1 believe that there is not anything in the conscience of
the English people that would require the maintenance of a
law which places a barrier in the way of arriving at truth,
Before considering the main question, however, I wish to
say that, whilst concurring in most of the arguments of the
honourable and learned member for Sheffield (Mr. Roebuck),
I cannot agree in his observation respecting the Pentateuch.
I do not think this a fitting opportunity for Biblical disputa-
tion or for the citation of texts, but I will content myself
with remarking that the best critics are of opinion that the
Pentateuch, as well as other parts of the Old Testament, do
contain references to a future state. With respect to the
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means to be adopted for ascertaining truth in legal investi-
gations, it is in the present day admitted as a general rule,
that the most effectual way of accomplishing that object is
to let in any evidence that may be offered, whether some-
what more or somewhat less trustworthy, and to leave to the
judge or jury who may have to decide the question of fact,
the task of weighing its different degrees of credibility. In
order, therefore, to justify that exception from the general
rule which is now under consideration, it must be shown
that the evidence which it shuts out is not only somewhat
less trustworthy than that which it admits, but that the
evidence excluded is so utterly undeserving of credence as
not to be fit to be weighed or compared with that which is
let in. And again, in order to show this, it must be shown,
first, that infidels or persons of defective religious belief are
necessarily disposed to give false testimony ; and secondly,
that all such persons are at present excluded from being
witnesses. Now, I deny both of these propositions. It will not
be contended that persons who do not believe in a future
state must therefore think robbery or murder allowable.
And if this be not asserted, can anything but mere prejudice
lead to the assertion that they think it perfectly permissible
to bear false witness against their neighbours? The truth is
that although those who are strongly attached to revealed
religion may rationally maintain that if there had been no
revelation the leading principles of morality would not be
as clearly recognised as they are, yet now, at all events,
these principles have come to form so complete a part of
public opinion, have been so thoroughly incorporated with
the human mind, that they are admitted by all, whether
believing or not believing in the source from which they
may have originally proceeded. There is therefore no solid
ground for the opinion that because a man is an infidel or
of defective religious bzlief he will be inclined to give false

H
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evidence. But secondly, even if this could be shown to be the
case, all such are not now excluded as witnesses. The best
portion of them are shut out, the worst are admitted. If an
infidel, not being interrogated on the voire dire, takes with-
out objection the oath which for him is a mere idle cere-
mony, or if, being so interrogated, he professes religious
opinions which he does not entertain, he is received as a
witness. If he is too conscientious to take either of these
courses, he is excluded. It seems to me that such a law
cannot tend to the satisfactory investigation of truth, and
that the proposed change in it is desirable and necessary.
I may add that one of the most learned judges on the
Bench, and also a man of known piety—Vice-Chancellor
Page Wood—has advocatzd a measure similar to that now
before the House.

Poland, bowed down to the dust under an
oppressive yoke, had always been an object of Sir
Francis Goldsmid’s sympathy, and he never missed
an opportunity of befriending its illustrious patriots
whom hard necessity had driven to seek an asylum
in Britain. A discussion raised in the House of
Commons in March 1863 on the Foreign Enlistment
Act brought the unhappy condition of Poland under
notice, and a few friends of that ill-used country,
amongst whom Sir Francis was conspicuous, vainly
endeavoured to move the Government to intervene
on behalf of its oppressed inhabitants, On that
occasion Sir Francis Goldsmid said :

It has been stated by an individual of the highest

authf)rity, that ‘although England has a right, she is under
no diplomatic obligation to interfere on behalf of Poland.’
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Now, I contend that when such engagements as those of the
Treaty of Vienna are entered into with a great Power, when
the violation of them is systematic and accompanied by
acts of cruelty and injustice, when the Government commit-
ting those acts avows and defends them, and when there is
intervention by another Power on behalf of the oppressor
and against the oppressed—then, although there may be no
diplomatic obligation, there is a moral obligation to inter-
fere from which no first-rate Power can retire without dis-
honour. The mode in which that obligation is to be dis-
charged depends in part on the inclination of foreign
Governments, and as that inclination is better known to
the executive than it can be to either House of Parliament,
we are practically compelled to leave the matter in the
hands of Her Majesty’s Ministers. As to the result of that
inevitable confidence, though there could be nothing like
certainty, there was some ground for hope. It is true that
in 1831 the noble lord declined to co-operate with France,
for reasons which we are told were excellent, but which, as
it appears, cannot even yet be revealed, although thirty
years have since elapsed. Unless we proceed on the
assumption that everything that is unknown is magnificent,
these reasons are not likely to be considered satisfactory.
But circumstances are more auspicious now. The supersti-
tious reverence which then existed for the supposed enor-
mous might of Russia has in a great measure disappeared.
The people of France are as much interested now as they
were then in the fate of Poland, Austria is believed to be
much more favourable, and the present struggle in Poland
itself appears to embrace more completely the whole nation,
nobles and peasants, Christians and Jews. As one instance
of this union it may be mentioned that last year the Chief
Rabbi shared with the Roman Catholic Archbishop the
honour of imprisonment for the offence of having taken
H 2
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part in a patriotic demonstration. I should rejoice if the
consideration to which I have referred would encourage a
bolder course than was taken in 1831, and if at that future
period when the steps now being adopted by Her Majesty’s
Government, for the present necessarily concealed from us,
should become known, they might be found to leave no
room for the unpleasant doubt from which, with reference
to some former occasions of a similar kind, it is impossible
for us wholly to free ourselves, whether a great opportunity
has not been lost for at once strengthening the cause of a
gallant people and acquiring additional securities for the
future peace of Europe. ;

During the session of 1864 the Government
Annuities Bill, a measure not directly connected with
public finance, yet of considerable importance in its
bearing on the habits and interests of the working
classes, was introduced by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer. It proposed, amongst other objects, ¢ to
amend the law relating to the purchase of Govern-
ment annuities through the medium of the Savings
Banks, and to enable the granting of life insurances
by the Government.” Sir Francis Goldsmid, whilst
fully approving the benevolent motive of the Govern-
ment, felt himself bound to oppose the Bill on several
grounds, one of which was that the business proposed
was one that could not with safety to the public be
undertaken by the State, nor with safety to the
finances of the country. He contended that the
insurance business purposed to be carried on under
the Bill was not identical, as the Chancellor of the
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Exchequer had stated, with the business of Deferred
Annuities, that the two were quite distinct, and that
the scheme would not really serve the interests of the
classes for whose benefit it was proposed. After
carefully reviewing the different clauses of the Bill,
he denied that any case had been made out for de-
parting from the great general principle, that the
Government ought not to undertake business which
the people were capable of conducting themselves.

On the great debate raised by Mr. Disraeli in
July 1864 touching the conduct of the Government
in reference to the war between Germany and
Denmark, Sir Francis Goldsmid declined to join in
the proposed vote of censure on Her Majesty’s
Ministers, although he could not wholly approve of
the course which they had pursued on that momen-
tous occasion. He said:

On Monday night my honourable friend the member for
Bridgewater (Mr. Kinglake) assigned, as a main reason for
proposing his amendment, that he could not, consistently
with his opinions, vote directly for or against the resolution
proposed by the right honourable member for Bucking-
hamshire (Mr. Disraeli). My difficulties are even greater.
I am unable entirely to agree either with the right honourable
gentleman or with the Government, still less can I vote for
my honourable friend’s amendment. I trust, therefore, that
the House will allow me to state my grounds for the course
which, after much consideration, I have determined to pursue.

I so far concur with the Government as to think that
they were perfectly right in inviting, at the beginning of this
year, the co-operation of France and Russia, in order to
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resist the German invasion of Schleswig. But then I
would venture to recall to recollection what some of those
who have spoken on behalf of Ministers have seemed half
inclined to forget, that that invitation necessarily implied an
opinion that the threatened invasion was an act of high-
handed injustice. If it was not unjust, the Government
were no more entitled to resist it in combination with
another Power than to resist it alone. If it was unjust—if,
when it was about to take place, the Danes had put them-
selves so far in the right as to put Germany completely in
the wrong, of what use is it to travel back beyond that
point, and to endeavour to console the country for the
subsequent failure of the attempts to protect Denmark by
imputing to her some prior acts of supposed perversity and
~wrong ? I agree, however, as I have said, with the Govern-
ment, in thinking that their readiness to concur with
France or Russia in resisting the invasion of Schleswig
deserves approval. I am willing too to concede (though
this appears to me to admit of more question) that they
judged well in not actively interfering, unless in concert
with France or Russia.

But then comes the question whether, if this was to be
our policy—to resist in combination with France or Russia,
but not to resist alone—that policy has been properly and
skilfully carried into effect. And it is upon this question
that, notwithstanding my general confidence in the Govern-
ment, I am forced to coincide in part in the views of the
right honourable member for Buckinghamshire. Some of
these views seem to me, indeed, to be influenced by the
natural exaggeration of party feeling. But I find myself
unable to avoid the conclusions, first, that Her Majesty’s
Government have, I will not say made promises to Den-
mark, but allowed her to entertain expectations which they
have not fulfilled ; and, secondly, that, without having
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assured themselves of the aid either of France or Russia,
they held out to Germany distinct threats, which, unless
with the help of one of those Empires, they were not pre-
pared to carry into effect.

And, first, let me say a word or two as to the expecta-
tions which the Danes were permitted to entertain. If a
great Power undertakes to advise a weak one confronted by
overwhelming strength, she thereby implies her intention to
support that weak Power, unless she takes care to distinctly
guard herself against such a presumption. Now, I find no
such care taken in the early part of these despatches. Nay,
more, I think that some of them state conversations that
were rather likely to encourage the Danish hopes of active
assistance. And it should be remembered, that any expres-
sions having that tendency were sure to be understood in
their widest sense by those to whom they were addressed.
In March, indeed, Earl Russell wrote a despatch (No. 1140)
which has been quoted by the Under-Secretary of State,
and in which Denmark was warned not to rely on our help.
But if we did not intend active interference, prudence re-
quired that such warnings should have been much earlier
given. Then, as to the threats held out to Germany, the
case against the Government is stronger still. I will not
again cite despatches which have been already cited, nor
even read any additional ones which I consider important,
but will content myself with giving the dates and referring
to the most essential passages, so that honourable members
who feel inclined to do so may verify what I say. The
despatch addressed by Earl Russell to Sir A. Buchanan on
December 24 (No. 500), that written by Sir A. Buchanan on
January 2 (No. 606), Lord Russell’s reply, dated January 6
(No. 620), and his despatch to Lord Bloomfield, dated
January 14 (No. 696), contain, and not in isolated passages
merely, clear threats of war. On January 6 Earl Russell



104 MEMOIR OF SIR FRANCIS GOLDSMID.

said that by the invasion of Schleswig without giving Den-
mark time to repeal the constitution, ‘the relations between
Prussia and England might be endangered.” I am not
deeply versed in diplomatic phrases, but I ask those who
are, whether it be possible to threaten hostilities in terms
much less obscure. Then again, on January 14, Earl
Russell states a conversation between him and Count
Bernstorff, in which the probability of dangers to Europe if
Germany and England should become enemies was ad-
verted to, and in which Earl Russell said that for some
time past ‘Great Britain had warned Austria of these
dangers, that Prussia and Germany had likewise been
warned, but that the voice of England was unheeded, and
that little time was now left for counsel, wisdom, and modera-
tion. He hoped it would not be thrown away.” (No. 4535.)
Can there be a plainer threat of armed interference ? But
then it is contended by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
that when these threats were uttered England had reason
to expect the support of France. Neither by him, however,
nor by the Under-Secretary of State, can I find that any
document has been cited in proof of this position, except
Mr. Grey’s despatch of September 18 (No. 126), and Sir
Henry Howard’s of February 17 (No. 984). Now, for the pur-
pose of supporting this argument of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, one of these despatches is (whatever may be its
contents) distressingly too early, and the other provokingly
too late. The real effect of M. Drouyn de Lhuys’ conversa-
tion with Mr. Grey, reported in the despatch of September
18, has been much disputed between the right honourable
member for Buckinghamshire and the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, and I need not enlarge upon it. I will merely
remark that whatever might otherwise have been the fair
inference from what was said by the French Minister, it
appears to me impossible to maintain that a conversation,
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in the very conclusion of which he stated that he ‘desired
to preserve entire liberty for France in this matter,” can be
understood as imposing on that country the slightest liability
to render us active assistance. But even supposing that
any such promise had then been made, how can the Queen’s
Government maintain that they were entitled to attach any
weight to it after the death of King Frederick VII.? They
have argued that the declaration made last summer by the
Prime Minister, that if the integrity of Denmark were
attacked, he was convinced that she would not stand alone,
ought not to have been relied upon by the Danes, because,
by the subsequent death of the King, the whole state of
things was so completely altered. I think there is great
weight in this argument. But then it must follow, by
parity of reasoning, that the English Government were not
entitled to rely on any promise of assistance made by the
French (if they had indeed made any) previously to the
accession of King Christian.

Then, as to the French despatch of February 1z, re-
ferred to in Sir Henry Howard’s letter of the 17th, this is
just as much too late. The despatch, as stated by Sir
Henry Howard, is indeed a singular one. It seems strange
that France should have used to Hanover a phrase so
ominous as ‘not remaining indifferent, if she did not
address similar language to the other German Powers. On
the other hand, if she did, it seems strange that there
should not be a trace of it throughout these papers. My
own conjecture is that Sir Henry Howard, who does not
appear to have had any copy of the despatch, did not re-
member it quite correctly, and, being accustomed to such
expressions as ‘not remaining indifferent’ in English des-
patches, unconsciously transferred the phrase to a French
one. Assuming, however, that his recollection was accurate,
it is impossible that the menaces addressed by England to
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Germany in December and January can have proceeded
on a French despatch of the February following. ¢Post
hoc, ergo propter hoc, is said to be bad logic ; but ‘ante /oc,
ergo non propter hoc,) is logic perfectly irrefragable. I am
therefore reluctantly compelled to arrive at the conclusion
that Her Majesty’s Government, without having assurances of
sﬁpport from either France or Russia, uttered distinct and
repeated threats to Germany, to which they were not pre-
pared to give effect unless with the assistance of one of
those Powers. And I cannot deny that such a course must
have lowered the influence of this country.

I now turn to my honourable friend the member for
Bridgewater, who, being quite satisfied with the attitude, so
agreeable to the German Powers, which has lately been
assumed by Ministers, attempts to offer some consolation
or excuse for what he can scarcely help regarding as their
previous errors. He tells us that what has lately taken
place is entirely consistent with the principle of non-inter-
vention. Why, Sir, what can my honourable friend mean ?*
He said, and I believe quite accurately, that by non-inter-
vention is to be understood abstinence from interference in
the internal concerns of an independent State. But is that
what we have recently seen? On the contrary, as has some-
times been said with reference to reciprocity, the non-inter-
vention we have just witnessed is non-intervention all on
one side. In despatches of last December and February,
from our ambassadors at Berlin and Vienna (Nos. 372 and
1007), we find distinct admissions by the Prussian minister
that the present King of Denmark would, but for German
sympathisers, have maintained his authority even in
Holstein, and by Count Rechberg, that there was great
indifference in Schleswig as to the prince in whose hands
the governing power should be placed, and that little would
have been heard there respecting the Prince of Augusten-
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burg but for the cries in his favour got up by the agitators of
small German Powers, following in the rear of the advancing
army. We have here the clearest evidence that in Schleswig
and even in Holstein, the Danish Government would have
remained undisturbed if it had not been overthrown by the
armies of Germany. This, then, has been an intervention
on the part of strong States against a weak one, and has
been successful because it has not been resisted by any
strong Power on the other side. Such a result may be very
satisfactory to my honourable friend, but it is the very
reverse of a triumph of the principle of non-intervention.
Then, again, the honourable member for Bridgewater tries to
comfort us by the reflection that all the advice we gave to
Denmark has increased her moral strength. I should like
him, however, to tell us of what use her moral strength has
been to her in staying the aggressions or moderating the
demands of her German foes, when they had once ascer-
tained that those demands and aggressions were not to be
resisted by any material force coming to the aid of the
unhappy Danes. On the whole then, Sir, I can find in
such topics as these no consolation for our present position,
and I am driven to conclude that, if I were absolutely
compelled to give a direct affirmative or negative to the
resolution of the right honourable member for Bucking-
hamshire, I could not say ‘no’ to that resolution.

But then an amendment is announced by my honourable
friend the member for Bridgewater, whom, although from his
amendment itself I differ as widely as possible, I shall hail,
when he moves it, as a temporary ally, and almost as a
deliverer. He will deliver me from the necessity of voting
directly for or against the right honourable gentleman’s
resolution. When the amendment of the honourable
member for North Warwickshire shall have been disposed
of, and that of the member for Bridgewater shall have been
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moved, the first question which you, Sir, will have to put
will be, not whether the House will affirm or negative the
paragraph of censure proposed by the right honourable
gentleman, but whether that paragraph shall stand part of
the question. In other words the House will have to de-
termine in the first instance, not whether the course of
negotiation pursued by the Government has been censur-
able, but whether the House desires to pronounce any
judgment on that subject. On that question I think I
shall be free to vote in the negative, and I will shortly state
why I am inclined to do so. In order to prevent my vote
from being misunderstood, I have been compelled to con-
fide to you, in all the privacy of debate, my opinion of the
Danish policy of Her Majesty’s Government. But by thus
stating my opinion I do not directly contribute to transfer
power to right honourable gentlemen opposite, as I should
do if I voted for a paragraph of censure being submitted to
the House. I am, for obvious reasons, very desirous to
avoid taking any part in bringing about such a transfer. As
to internal affairs I agree much more nearly with the
present Ministers than with those who would be likely to
succeed them. As to foreign affairs, if I look to the subject
now before the House, no policy has been, or, we are told,
can be, announced by the Opposition. I am willing to
believe, as they assure us, that this silence is unavoidable.
But then it forces me to look to past experience in forming
a conjecture whether anything would be gained by a change
of the Government, and the following is the comparison
which experience leads me to form. Since the present
Government came into office they have had to conduct
important negotiations connected with the affairs of four
foreign countries—Italy, Poland, the United States of
America, and Denmark. As to two, Italy and America,
they have, as it seems to me, managed these negotiations
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with admirable ability and success; as to the other two,
Poland and Denmark, unsatisfactorily and unsuccessfully.
Now, if I am to judge from the past, my conjecture is that
if all these affairs had been in the hands of the right honour-
able gentlemen opposite, their policy would thus far have
been more consistent, that it would have been everywhere
marked by equal unskilfulness and failure. For these
reasons, Sir, I have determined to avail myself of the forms
of the House, and, though I could not directly negative the
paragraph of censure, to vote that it shall not stand part of
the question.

And now, Sir, let me in a few words ask the House to
consider whether, if it be determined that that paragraph
shall not stand part of the question, the amendment of the
honourable member for Bridgewater ought to be substi-
tuted—a point which it will be impossible calmly to con-
sider in the excitement consequent on the first division.
To that amendment I am entirely opposed. I think that
the concluding observations made by the noble lord at the
head of the Government on Monday week, to the effect
that if Copenhagen were about to be attacked, and King
Christian were in danger of being made prisoner, it might
be necessary to reconsider the course to be taken by this
country, were generally distasteful to the House. Honour-
able members may have had different reasons for disliking
the purport of those observations, but I believe I am not
wrong in saying that the prevailing impression was, that
either such contingencies should not have been contem-
plated at all, or it should have been stated that if they
arose England would be prepared foraction. 7The amend-
ment, however, appears to me to go further than those ob-
servations of the noble lord. The effect of its adoption
would, I apprehend, be so far to bind the Government to
neutrality, that they could not depart from it even if the
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contingencies referred to arose. And this I cannot believe
to be intended by the House of Commons. But even if it
is intended, can anything be more undignified than the
language of the amendment? We are asked t0 express
satisfaction. Satisfaction! - Can any ten men in the House,
or in the country, feel satisfaction at what has occurred ?
In a publication forming a portion “of the foreign press, to
which the Chancellor of the Exchequer referred—in the
French “Charivari,’ I am told that a series of woodcuts
has lately appeared, intended to cast ridicule on England,
and that one of these represents a Dane sinking into the
water, whilst an English sailor on the shore says ‘I cannot
help ; the place looks rather dangerous.” If Idid not know
that my honourable friend the member for Bridgewater was
serious, I should suppose that, not content with the powers of
the ¢ Charivari,” he desired to add to its ridicule of England a
touch of satire of his own. Now, when that gallant little
nation, for which during the past year we have written and
talked so much, and have done nothing, appears to be
finally going down in the deep waters of destruction, my
honourable friend proposes in effect, that this prominent
assembly of Englishmen should say to the country, ¢ At this
conjuncture, when those unlucky fellows are drowning,
we learn with satisfaction that we are not to be called on to
make a single effective effort to save them.’

To such a point I trust the House of Commons has not
yet come. I earnestly trust that, whatever may be done as
to the reselution of the right honourable gentleman, the
House will not adopt the amendment of the honourable
member for Bridgewater.

A noteworthy feature in Sir Francis Goldsmid
was the consideration he extended to the working
classes, and the efforts he made to promote their
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material and social well-being. He availed himself
of every fitting occasion to urge upon the Government
the necessity of remedying the evil under which the
working classes were suffering by reason of their
displacement on account of new railway schemes and
of local improvements. During the progress through
Parliament of the Courts of Justice Concentration
(Site) Bill (1865), he expressed his deep regret that
the noble scheme proposed should be marred by the
one blot of turning out so many families from their
habitations without making some provision for hous-
ing them elsewhere. In the same kindly spirit he
supported the Borough Franchise Extension Bill in
1865, and chivalrously maintained the right of the
working classes to be admitted within the represen-
tative rights of the Constitution.

Replying to the remarkable speech of Mr. Lowe,
which was vehemently applauded by the opponents
of the measure, Sir Francis Goldsmid said :

I had felt no desire to take part in the debate until I
heard the speech of my right honourable friend the member
for Calne ; but ever since, I have much wished to say a few
words, not because I have the vanity to suppose myself a fit
antagonist of my right honourable friend, but because I am
convinced that, although his arguments derived an appear-
ance of strength from the force of his expressions and the
fertility and ingenuity of his illustrations, yet their intrinsic
hollowness will become evident when examined even by a
speaker of far inferior power. My right honourable friend
claimed to speak with peculiar authority on the ground of
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his extraordinary consistency. But, however much I may be
disposed to admit the great ability of my right honourable
friend, I cannot understand why he imagined himself to be
consistent. Shortly after the right honourable gentleman’s
speech, he was reminded by the honourable member for
Liskeard (Mr. Bernal Osborne), that he had supported in
1859 Lord John Russell’s resolution, which pointed directly
to some such extension of the franchise as is proposed by
the present Bill. Again, was not my right honourable friend
a member of the administration which introduced the Re-
form Bill of 1860—a measure which, to adopt the phraseo-
logy of the right honourable gentleman, must be called a
‘revolver,’ of which the present Bill is a ‘single barrel,” but
the contents of every barrel of which are, according to his
present views, fraught with elements destructive of the best
interests of humanity. I can understand how on minor
matters my right honourable friend is at liberty to sacrifice
his own opinions to those of his party. But that was not a
minor matter, and therefore I feel bound, out of regard for
my right honourable friend’s honour, to believe that when he
supported that measure he did not hold the views which he
now entertains. It is clear that if my right honourable
friend had reflected a little more on his past career, he
would not have ventured to say that he never found occasion
to depart from a conviction which he had once deliberately
formed. But if we cannot bow to his authority, ought we to
yield to his arguments? I maintain that we ought not. My
right honourable friend correctly quoted the Chancellor of
the Exchequer as having last year said that every man who
was not presumably incapacitated by some consideration of
personal unfitness, or political danger, was morally entitled to
come within the pale of the constitution. But whilst quot-
ing the Chancellor of the Exchequer with perfect fairness,
the right honourable member for Calne exhibited, in
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attempting to disprove his position, an unfairness which can-
not be surpassed. After disputing the existence of @& priors
rights, he proceeded to remark that if such rights do in
reality exist, they are as much the property of the Australian
savage and the Hottentot of the Cape as of the educated
and refined Englishman. But these remarks have no real
application to anything propounded by the Chancellor of
the Exchequer, because the Hottentot or Australian savage is
presumably incapacitated by personal unfitness, and for every
man so incapacitated the Chancellor of the Exchequer had
carefully guarded himself against being supposed to claim the
franchise. Thus, then, the argument of the right honourable
member for Calne, though it was a triumphant refutation,
was a refutation of something that was never intended to be
upheld by the reasoner whom he was attempting to refute.
My right honourable friend next advanced a most extra-
ordinary proposition, for he went on to say that the theory
which armed the hand of the assassin was the same as that
upon which this doctrine of & priori right was founded.
Now, I think that was a most unworthy attempt to cast odium
upon principles which the right honourable gentleman dis-
likes. It istrue that assassination has sometimes, though
fortunately but seldom, been the result of extreme political
opinions working on an ill-governed mind ; but there is no
pretence for coupling that crime with one class of extreme
opinions more than with another, for imputing it to those
who rave about the @& przo#z right of every man to the fran-
chise, rather than to those who rave about the divine right
of kings, or about the just and natural claim of the white
man to control the thews and sinews of the black. I ven-
ture to remind the House that there is not the slightest rea-
son for supposing that the assassin of William the Silent in
the 16th century, or the assassin of Abraham Lincoln in the
1gth, was a fanatical believer in the abstract right of all men

I
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to political equality. Then my right honourable friend dis-
putes the propricty of lowering the franchise, because he
says that all men who wish to exercise the franchise can get
it under the present law. He assumes that those who do
not obtain it do not deserve it ; and he adds that the ques-
tion is whether the House should drag down the franchise
to the level of those who have no sense of decency and
morality. When I heard this, I almost thought my right
honourable friend had rather perpetrated a bitter joke than
made a serious declaration. It reminded me of an anecdote
told of a man of exalted rank and great wealth, who, whenever
he heard of any of his friends wanting money, exclaimed,
¢ Wanting money ! Why does anybody ever want money ?
Why do they not sell out of the Three per Cents ? I sell out
of the Three per Cents whenever I want money.” My right
honourable friend in a similar spirit might say, ‘Want the
franchise ! Why does not a man take a £10 house if he
wants the franchise ?’ In one respect the person of rank to
whom I have referred had the advantage of the right hon-
ourable gentleman, for I had never heard that that person-
age, when his friends told him they could not sell out their
Consols because they had none, turned round and charged
them with being devoid of all decency and morality. But
was that reply, which it must be admitted was not very con-
ciliatory, founded on truth? I contend that it is not. The
right honourable gentleman is under a misapprehension as to
the class of tenements which are wanting in the accommo-
dation requisite for the observance of decency and morality.
I know something of the value of cottages, and I believe
that the result of further inquiry would show that the houses
which do not afford sleeping accommodation are not £8
houses, on which the tenants pay the rates, but those tene-
ments for which the poor pay at the rate of 1s. 64, or 2s.
a week, or about £5 a year, and the rates upon which are
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paid by the landlord. I therefore think that the taunt of
my right honourable friend was as little founded in truth as
it was otherwise injurious. I pass next to the arguments of
my right honourable friend and others about swamping the
constituencies. On this point my right honourable friend
has not only not proved, but he has even disproved, his own
case. He said that in five towns the constituency would be
nearly trebled, and that in twenty-eight it would be more
than doubled ; that made only thirty-three towns, or, allow

ing two members for each town, sixty-six members, making
about one-fifth of all the borough members for England and
Wales. The House was therefore driven to conclude that
in the remaining four-fifths of the boroughs the constituency
would not be doubled, and in many of them they knew it
would not be nearly doubled. Then it was suggested that
the question was not merely one of numbers ; that the class
indicated by the rents of from £8 to £ 10 would attract to
them those immediately above them, and the two combined
would become niasters of the situation, and thus the influ-
ence of property and intelligence would be destroyed. Now,
that argument is opposed to all experience. Is it meant to
be said that at present the result of elections in this country
depends principally and exclusively upon the class who have
the majority of votes? The very contrary is the fact.
There is hardly an heir to a peerage, being a man of energy
and talent, who seeks a seat in this House without being
able to obtain it ; and the landholders and large manufactu-
rers have great influence over the elections. If they have
such an influence now, although a minority, why should they
not have that influence under the proposed state of the law?
Of late years especially, our upper classes have exerted them-
selves successfully to improve the condition of their humbler
fellow-subjects and gained their confidence ; and I believe
they will still eontinue to de so, with the like happy results,

12
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if the franchise be lowered The right honourable gentle-
man also referred to an argument used by the honourable
member for Huddersfield as being zgnara ratic—a cowardly
reason. I do not know that the House will be much assisted
in arriving at a sound conclusion by bandying accusations of
political cowardice ; but if such accusations could be fitly
made, it would rather be against those who desire to intrench
themselves behind existing regulations and fear to commit
themselves to the good sense of the constituencies when en-
larged by the comparatively moderate addition which would
be made by this Bill. For myself I do not share the fears
that property an